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Executive Summary 

Introduction 
Purpose 
The purpose of this feasibility study (FS) is to assemble and evaluate remedial 
alternatives for Operable Unit (OU) 4 of the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics (CDE) 
Superfund Site (Site) [EPA ID: NJD981557879] located in South Plainfield, New Jersey.  
OU4 addresses contaminated sediment, soil, capacitor debris, and the discharge of 
contaminated groundwater to surface water in Bound Brook and its tributaries; Green 
Brook; and associated floodplains and affected uplands, arising from operations at the 
former CDE facility in South Plainfield, New Jersey.  OU4 also addresses a 100+ year 
old potable water line that crosses the former CDE facility property. This FS was 
conducted by The Louis Berger Group, Inc. (Louis Berger) on behalf of the U. S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE), Kansas City District and the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), Region II.   

The FS was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as 
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986.  The FS 
follows guidance outlined in USEPA’s Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (USEPA, 1988).  Together with the Remedial 
Investigation (RI) of OU4 (Louis Berger, 2014a) and the Ecological Risk Assessment 
(ERA)/Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA) for OU4 (Louis Berger, 
2014b), the FS forms the basis for developing, evaluating, and selecting a remedy for 
OU4. 

Site Location and Background 

Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. operated a facility at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in South 
Plainfield, New Jersey from 1936 to 1962, manufacturing electronic parts and 
components including capacitors.  During site operations, the company released/buried 
material contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and chlorinated volatile 
organic compounds (CVOCs), primarily trichloroethene (TCE), contaminating on-site 
soils.  USEPA has detected PCBs and CVOCs in the groundwater and soil at the former 
CDE facility and PCBs on nearby residential, commercial and municipal properties.  
USEPA also detected PCBs and CVOCs in the surface water and sediments of Bound 
Brook near the former CDE facility’s northeast property line.  

USEPA has divided the Site into four OUs: 
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 OU1 addresses residential, commercial, and municipal properties in the vicinity of 
the former CDE manufacturing facility at 333 Hamilton Boulevard. USEPA signed a 
Record of Decision (ROD) for OU1 in 2003 (USEPA, 2003).  Remediation activities 
in OU1 are substantially complete. 

 OU2 addresses contaminated soil and buildings at the former CDE facility. USEPA 
signed a ROD for OU2 in 2004. Soil remediation activities at OU2 were completed 
in 2012. 

 OU3 addresses contaminated groundwater. USEPA signed a ROD for OU3 in 
September 2012 which invoked a technical impracticability (TI) waiver for the OU3 
groundwater.  The 2012 ROD included the requirement that groundwater discharge 
to Bound Brook be evaluated during the OU4 RI with a final decision for that part of 
the aquifer to be made as part of the OU4 remedy. 

 OU4 (the subject of this FS) addresses contaminated sediment and soils in Bound 
Brook, Green Brook, portions of Cedar Brook (including Spring Lake), two other 
unnamed tributaries to Bound Brook, and the associated floodplain areas, as well as 
buried capacitor debris, contaminated groundwater discharges to surface water, and a 
water line crossing the former CDE facility property.  

Site Investigation Results 
The headwaters of Bound Brook originate in areas of residential and 
commercial/industrial development in Edison Township. Bound Brook flows westerly 
through South Plainfield into Piscataway Township where the water is dammed to form 
New Market Pond. Downstream of the pond, the brook flows through Middlesex 
Borough to the confluence with Green Brook, a tributary of the Raritan River. The OU4 
Study Area encompasses an 8.3-mile long portion of Bound Brook plus an additional 
1.6-mile section of Green Brook, portions of Cedar Brook, Spring Lake, and two other 
unnamed tributaries to Bound Brook as well as associated floodplains and upland areas.  
The property known as the former CDE manufacturing facility (former CDE facility) is 
located at approximately River Mile (RM) 6.4 on Bound Brook. 

Environmental conditions at the former CDE facility were first investigated by the New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) in 1986. Since then numerous 
other investigations and removal actions have been conducted to address OU1, OU2, and 
OU3.  The OU4 RI field program was conducted by Louis Berger between October 2010 
and May 2013; the final RI was completed in June 2014 (Louis Berger, 2014a).  During 
the OU4 RI, data was collected to define the nature and extent of soil and sediment 
contamination; to assess chemical mobility and identify migration pathways; and to 
assess human health and ecological risks associated with contaminated solid and aqueous 
media. 
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The list of OU4 contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) and contaminants of 
potential ecological concern (COPECs) was developed in the BHHRA and ERA. The 
preliminary COPCs/COPECs include the following classes of compounds: 

 Chlorinated ethenes [primarily tetrachloroethene (PCE), TCE, cis-1,2-dichloroethene 
(DCE), trans-1,2-dichloroethene, and vinyl chloride (VC)]. 

 Other volatile organic compounds (VOCs) including chlorinated ethanes and 
benzene compounds. 

 Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) including bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and 
certain polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

 Pesticides. 

 PCBs compounds. 

 Polychlorodibenzodioxin/furan (PCDD/F) compounds. 

 Inorganic metals including lead, antimony, and manganese.  

During the OU4 RI, the focus of the investigation was on four areas: sediment, floodplain 
soils, capacitor debris, and contaminated groundwater discharging to surface water in 
Bound Brook.  The FS evaluates remedial alternatives for these areas and for a water 
main crossing the former CDE facility. 

Sediment: Sediment depths and texture were measured along transects spaced 
approximately 100 to 150 feet apart. Sediment cores were collected at approximately 
quarter- to half-mile intervals in Bound Brook and Green Brook and were analyzed to 
develop contaminant profiles. Samples were analyzed for a range of contaminants 
including PCBs, metals, pesticides, SVOCs, and VOCs. The collected data indicated that 
the majority of PCB-contaminated sediments with concentrations greater than 
1 milligrams per kilograms (mg/kg) are located between the twin culverts (RM6.6, 
adjacent to the former CDE facility) and the downstream end of New Market Pond 
(RM3.4).  

Floodplain Soil:  Soil samples were collected in transects in the floodplain along the 
length of Green Brook and Bound Brook as well as in four gridded areas located adjacent 
to/downstream of the former CDE facility and in Veterans Memorial Park. Samples were 
analyzed for a range of contaminants including PCBs, metals, pesticides, SVOCs, and 
VOCs.  The majority of the contaminated floodplain soil containing PCBs with 
concentrations greater than 1 mg/kg, is located immediately upstream of the confluence 
of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook in Grids A (which includes portions of Veterans 
Memorial Park) and B.  

Capacitor Debris:  Previous work at the former CDE facility revealed the presence of 
buried debris near the side slopes of the former CDE facility and along the banks of 
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Bound Brook, as well as PCBs in the adjacent floodplains soils.  At that time the decision 
was made to address these deposits during OU4.   

Groundwater: Several lines of evidence gathered during both the OU3 and OU4 RIs 
suggest that contaminated groundwater from the former CDE facility is discharging into 
Bound Brook with potential long-term impacts to conditions in the brook.  A stream flow 
investigation was conducted to evaluate changes in water quality in the brook near a 
potential discharge area; particle tracking modeling was conducted during the OU3 RI to 
evaluate the portion of groundwater discharging to the brook; and pore water sampling 
was conducted during the OU4 RI to measure contaminant concentrations in pore water 
in Bound Brook near the former CDE facility.  Sediment, surface water, and pore water 
samples collected during the OU4 RI confirm the presence of CVOCs and PCBs in these 
media near the former CDE facility at concentrations that pose potential risks to the 
environment and support the conclusion that contaminated groundwater from OU3 is 
discharging to and impacting conditions in Bound Brook. 

Water Line: During soil remediation activities for OU2, a 36-inch water main crossing 
the OU2 soil remediation area was uncovered.  The water line subsequently leaked, 
discharging water into the OU2 soil disposal area. Future leaks could compromise the 
integrity of the OU2 remedy and release contaminants into a future OU4 remedy. 

Remedial Action Objectives 
In developing remedial action objectives (RAOs) for OU4, USEPA expects to return 
Bound Brook, Green Brook, and the associated floodplain areas to beneficial use 
wherever practicable, within a timeframe that is reasonable given the characteristics of 
the site.  The RAOs for OU4 have been developed to satisfy these expectations with 
respect to prevention of exposure to contaminated sediment, soil, and surface water via 
direct contact, ingestion, inhalation or tissue residue.  The RAOs developed for OU4 are 
as follows: 

Sediment/Floodplain Soils: 

 Reduce cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards to acceptable levels for people 
eating fish and shellfish by reducing the concentrations of PCBs in the sediments of 
Bound Brook. 

 Reduce direct-contact and recreational exposure risks to human receptors to 
acceptable levels by reducing the concentrations of PCBs in the sediments and 
floodplain soils. 

 Reduce the risks to ecological receptors to acceptable levels by reducing the 
concentrations of PCBs and VOCs in the sediments and floodplain soils, allowing 
recovery of fish population.  
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 Reduce the migration of PCB-contaminated sediments and floodplain soils from 
upstream areas, including to areas below the New Market Pond dam. 

Capacitor Debris: 

 Reduce or eliminate the direct-contact threat associated with contaminated soil and 
debris, including capacitors and capacitor parts in the capacitor debris area to levels 
protective of current and reasonably anticipated future land uses. The most 
conservative land use anticipated for the site would be a future recreational user. 

 Reduce the risks to ecological receptors by removing or preventing direct contact 
with concentrations of PCBs in the capacitor debris area. 

 Prevent contaminant migration to sediments and surface water.  

 Remove, treat, or contain principal threat waste to the extent practical. 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water: 
 Prevent migration of contaminated groundwater above acceptable surface water 

quality standards to the surface water and sediments. 

Municipal Water Line:  
 Ensure protectiveness of the OU2 and OU4 remedies by mitigating the potential for 

failure of the municipal waterline present below the OU2 cap. 

Controlling human exposure to groundwater was not included in the RAOs as there is no 
direct exposure pathway to groundwater/pore water. Remediation of the groundwater 
source was addressed in OU3. 

Remedial Alternatives 
To identify and evaluate remedial alternatives, the Study Area was divided into four 
remedial action areas (RAAs) representing the four areas of concern at the Site.  These 
four RAAs are: 

 Sediment and Floodplain Soils (SS) 

 Capacitor Debris (CD) 

 Contaminated Groundwater Discharging to Surface Water (GW) 

 Water Line (WL). 

For each RAA, potential remedial technologies were screened based on the criteria of 
effectiveness, implementability, and relative cost.  Remedial alternatives were developed 
according to the requirements identified in CERCLA, as amended, and to the extent 
possible, the National Contingency Plan (NCP).  No single technology was identified that 
could address the entire range of contaminated media present, so it is envisioned that a 
combination of alternatives would be required. 
 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 

 ES-5 

 



 

Sediment and Floodplain Soils 
Alternative SS-1 was developed from the NCP provision that requires consideration of a 
no action response to serve as a baseline for evaluating other remedial alternatives.  The 
no action response does not include containment, removal, disposal, or treatment of 
contaminated soil or sediment.  In accordance with USEPA’s Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive 9283.1-33 (June, 2009), it also does not 
include implementation of new institutional controls, although existing NJDEP fish 
consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  Improvement of 
contaminated media would be through natural recovery/natural attenuation such as 
biodegradation, adsorption or diffusion, dispersion, and dilution.  Because this alternative 
would only be selected if the hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site were 
determined not to be a threat to human health and the environment, five-year remedy 
reviews are not required under this alternative. 

Under Alternative SS-2, either dredging or excavation “in the dry” would be used to 
remove contaminated sediment from the brook. Sediment removal would be focused on 
the brook between the former CDE facility property and New Market Pond (roughly 
between RM6.7 and RM3.4), in New Market Pond, and in two depositional areas 
downstream of New Market Pond (RM2.48 and RM3.03).  Contaminated floodplain soils 
would be excavated using standard construction equipment with the majority of material 
being removed near the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook.  Backfill would be 
placed in disturbed areas to restore the streambed and floodplain to pre-removal 
conditions as well as to cover and isolate contaminated residuals.  Following removal, 
sediment and soils would be hauled to a central location and processed (as necessary) for 
subsequent disposal in a landfill.  The spread of contaminants during the removal process 
would be controlled through the use of silt fences and silt curtains as appropriate.  Work 
would progress from the upstream end of the Study Area in a downstream direction.   

Under Alternative SS-3, either dredging or excavation “in the dry” would be used to 
remove contaminated sediment from the brook. Contaminated floodplain soils would be 
excavated using standard construction equipment.  In New Market Pond, sediment 
removal would be limited to a depth of approximately 30 inches (24-inch cap plus 6 inch 
allowance) with the remaining material capped in-place. In the floodplains, following 
removal of the top 1 foot of soil and vegetation, a portion of the contaminated floodplain 
soils (approximately 15 acres) would also be capped in-place.  The two depositional areas 
downstream of New Market Pond would be allowed to recover through monitored natural 
recovery (MNR) rather than the sediment being removed from the brook. 

Backfill would be placed in disturbed areas not capped, to restore the streambed and 
floodplain as well as to cover and isolate contaminated residuals.  Following removal, 
sediment and soils would be hauled to a central location and processed (as necessary) for 
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subsequent disposal in a landfill.  Work would progress from the upstream end of the 
Study Area in a downstream direction.   

Capacitor Debris 
Alternative CD-1 is a No Action Alternative for the CD RAA, included in accordance 
with NCP provisions.  This alternative does not include containment, removal, disposal, 
or treatment of contaminated media or new institutional controls, although existing 
NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  Improvement 
of contaminated media would be through natural recovery/natural attenuation (i.e., 
biodegradation, adsorption or diffusion, dispersion, and dilution).  Because this 
alternative would only be selected if the hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site 
were determined not to be a threat to human health and the environment, five-year 
remedy reviews are not required under this alternative. 

Under Alternative CD-2, a limited volume of capacitor debris and contaminated soil 
would be removed from the side slope of the former CDE facility (enough to stabilize the 
slope and allow cap construction) and hauled to an area selected for a central processing 
facility for processing (if necessary) before shipment to an off-site disposal facility.  An 
impermeable cap would be placed over the remaining material to prevent exposure and 
control erosion.  The cap would be armored to protect it from surface water runoff and 
flooding in the brook.  The debris in the brook adjacent to the twin culverts would be 
removed along with the culverts, and the streambed restored to a condition closer to the 
predevelopment channel.  Contaminated soil and debris in a parcel of land between two 
properties on Spicer Avenue adjacent to the former CDE facility, in the area identified on 
tax maps as “Factory Street” (a street that was platted but never constructed), and in the 
adjacent floodplains would be removed as well and the areas restored. 

Under Alternative CD-3, the capacitor debris and contaminated soil in the side slope of 
the former CDE facility would be excavated and hauled to an area selected for a central 
processing facility for processing and then to a thermal desorption facility.  Following 
treatment, the soil would be buried on the former CDE facility property.  Disturbed area 
would be backfilled with clean soil, graded to a stable slope, and revegetated.  Armoring 
would be placed on the reconstructed side slope as necessary to prevent erosion from 
surface water runoff or flooding in the brook.  The existing OU2 cap would be 
reconstructed following disposal of the soil. The debris in the brook adjacent to the twin 
culverts would be removed along with the culverts and the streambed restored to a 
condition closer to the pre-development channel.  Contaminated soil and debris between 
two properties on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street” and in the adjacent 
floodplains would be removed and the areas restored. 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 

 ES-7 

 



 

Under Alternative CD-4, the capacitor debris and contaminated soil in the side slope of 
the former CDE facility would excavated and hauled to an area selected for a central 
processing facility for processing (if necessary) before shipment to an off-site disposal 
facility.  Following excavation, the area would be backfilled with clean soil, graded to a 
stable slope, and revegetated.  Armoring would be placed as necessary to prevent erosion 
from surface water runoff or flooding in the brook. The debris in the brook adjacent to 
the twin culverts would be removed along with the culverts and the streambed restored to 
a condition closer to the pre-development channel.  Contaminated soils and debris 
between two properties on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street” and in the 
adjacent floodplains would be removed and the areas restored. 

During the predesign investigation, additional sampling would more fully delineate the 
removal limits and waste characterization sampling would be conducted to determine 
material disposal requirements (i.e., Toxic Substance Control Act [TSCA], Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act [RCRA] Subtitle D, RCRA Subtitle C/TSCA). 

Discharge of Groundwater to Surface Water 
As evidenced by the TI waiver invoked by USEPA for OU3 (USEPA, 2012), it has been 
determined that it is not practical to remediate the site-wide groundwater contamination 
(OU3).  The OU3 ROD issued in 2012 invoked an ARARs waiver for the groundwater at 
the Site due to TI. The OU3 ROD deferred a decision on contaminated groundwater that 
had the potential to discharge to the brook until the OU4 RI was completed.  Under OU4, 
active remediation alternatives would focus on controlling the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater to Bound Brook near the former CDE facility, preventing recontamination 
of the brook.   

Alternative GW-1 is a No Action Alternative included in accordance with NCP 
provisions.  This alternative does not include containment, removal, disposal, or 
treatment of contaminated groundwater or new institutional controls, although existing 
NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  Existing 
monitoring wells would remain in place.  Improvement of contaminated media would be 
through natural recovery/natural attenuation (i.e., biodegradation, adsorption or diffusion, 
dispersion, and dilution).  Because this alternative would only be selected if the 
hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site were determined not to be a threat to 
human health and the environment, five-year remedy reviews are not required under this 
alternative. 

Alternative GW-2 involves monitoring conditions in the brook following remediation of 
the soil, sediment, and capacitor debris to assess the effectiveness of MNR in complying 
with preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) in the brook over the long term.  Monitoring 
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would initially be conducted on a quarterly basis for sediment, groundwater, surface 
water, and pore water in the brook but may be reduced over time. 

Under Alternative GW-3, groundwater extraction would be used to hydraulically control 
the local flow of contaminated groundwater, preventing the discharge of contaminants 
into the brook.  Hydraulic control would be accomplished using three vertical extraction 
wells installed on or near the former CDE facility property, each approximately 50 to 
75 feet deep, pumping at a combined rate of approximately 25 gallons per minute.  The 
groundwater extraction well depths and total flow rates are based on preliminary results 
of a MODFLOW groundwater extraction simulation and would be evaluated during the 
remedial design.  An on-site groundwater treatment system would treat the extracted 
groundwater prior to discharge back to Bound Brook or to the Middlesex County Utility 
Authority (MCUA) wastewater treatment plant.   

Under Alternatives GW-4 and GW-5, contaminated groundwater would be treated in situ 
prior to its discharge to the brook thereby preventing the discharge of contaminants into 
the brook.  Alternative GW-4 consists of installing a permeable reactive barrier (PRB) to 
passively capture and treat contaminants in groundwater.  A PRB would be constructed 
parallel to the perimeter of the former CDE facility and adjacent to Bound Brook.  
Reactive material installed in the PRB would treat groundwater as it flows through the 
PRB prior to discharge to the brook.  The reactive material in the barrier would need to 
be replaced periodically as it is expended by contact with contaminants in the 
groundwater.   

Alternative GW-5 consists of installing a reactive cap in the base of Bound Brook to treat 
contaminants in groundwater prior to their discharge into the brook.  Alternative GW-5 
would require over-excavating material in the base of the brook (to prevent flooding due 
to the thickness of the reactive cap) and installing the permeable reactive cover material.  
As groundwater discharges to the brook, it would flow through the reactive cover prior to 
entering the brook.  The reactive material in the barrier would need to be replaced 
periodically as it is consumed by contact with contaminants in the groundwater.   

Because the contaminated groundwater would remain in place within the bedrock matrix 
under all of the alternatives, it is expected that the selected remedy may be required to 
operate for decades, or potentially centuries, assuming that it would continue to operate 
while concentrations of contaminants in groundwater exceed PRGs. Because the 
alternatives being evaluated for the OU4 GW RAA do not include remediation of the 
groundwater in the deferred area corridor and only address the impacts associated with 
the discharge of contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook, a TI waiver for the area 
deferred from OU3 to OU4 would need to be invoked by USEPA. 
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Water Line  
During excavation of the OU2 soil, a potable water main crossing the former CDE 
facility property needed to be uncovered.  Although not damaged during the remedial 
activities, the +100-year-old line leaked after backfilling of the area.  The leak was 
repaired but future leaks threaten the effectiveness of the OU2 and OU4 remedies so 
alternatives for addressing the water line were evaluated. 

Alternative WL-1 is a No Action Alternative for the water line prepared in accordance 
with NCP provisions as a baseline condition.   

Under Alternative WL-2, a system for monitoring for leaks in the pipeline would be 
installed.  If the line were found to leak, the line would be repaired or replaced in an 
easement parallel to the current line (i.e., crossing the former CDE facility property).  

Under Alternative WL-3, the existing line would be replaced in a new easement that does 
not cross the former CDE facility property.  Working with the pipeline owners, New 
Jersey American Water (NJAW), a conceptual design for the new pipeline was 
developed.  A proposed routing was developed for evaluation (including cost estimating) 
purposes.  The final routing may vary and would not be determined until the Remedial 
Design phase of work. 

Comparative Analysis of Remedial Alternatives 
Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
Sediment and Floodplain Soils:  Alternative SS-1 would not be protective of human 
health and the environment because it does not include measures to prevent exposure to 
contaminated sediment or floodplain soils.  Both Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3 are 
protective as they would improve the conditions in Bound Brook, Green Brook, and the 
associated floodplain areas by the removal of contaminated sediments and soil.  Surface 
water quality would be improved by removing and/or isolating the contaminant sources 
and the cleaning and future maintenance of the existing silt trap upstream of New Market 
Pond.  Alternative SS-2 would remove the contaminated soil and sediment with 
contaminant concentrations exceeding PRGs; Alternative SS-3 would remove 
approximately 70 percent of the contaminated soil and sediment with the remaining 
material capped in place.  The active remediation alternatives would disrupt natural 
ecosystems in area wetlands and greenbelt spaces in Reaches 2, 3 and 4 (Alternative SS-2 
only) during removal operations.  These would be partially restored following 
remediation.   

Capacitor Debris:  Alternative CD-1 would not be protective of human health and the 
environment because it does not include measures to prevent exposure to capacitor debris 
and contaminated soil. Alternative CD-2, while protective, has the potential for cap 
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failure on the side slope due to groundwater pressure buildup behind the cap or erosion 
from surface water runoff down the slope, a large flood event in Bound Brook, or future 
development activities at the former CDE facility property. Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 
are more protective in that the contaminated materials would be removed and the side 
slope area reconstructed.  The contaminated materials would either be thermally treated 
and buried on the former CDE facility (Alternative CD-3) or hauled off-site to a landfill 
for disposal (Alternative CD-4).  Both of these alternatives would remove a potential risk 
to human health and the environment.  All three removal alternatives would remove 
capacitor debris from the brook area, remove the twin culverts and restore conditions 
closer to the pre-development channel, and address contaminated soil between two 
properties on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street” and in the adjacent 
floodplain.  

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water:  Alternative GW-1 would not be protective 
of human health and the environment because it does not include measures to prevent 
exposure to contaminated sediment or floodplain soils.  Alternative GW-2 would be 
implemented following remediation activities under the SS RAA and the CD RAA, and 
would evaluate the effectiveness of MNR/MNA in achieving RAOs for groundwater 
discharging to the brook.  Since modeling results suggest that groundwater discharges to 
the brook would re-contaminate the area over time, this alternative would not be 
protective.  It should be noted that the remaining three alternatives (Alternatives GW-3, 
GW-4, and GW-5) are aimed only at controlling the discharge of contaminants in the 
shallow OU3 groundwater to Bound Brook and do not treat the source of the 
contaminants thus they are all likely to need to be maintained for decades, or longer.  
Remediation of the groundwater source was addressed in the OU3 ROD and found to be 
impracticable given site conditions; the decision on managing groundwater for OU4 was 
deferred until the OU4 RI was completed. Given the impracticability of implementing 
groundwater source controls, the three active remediation alternatives prevent or manage 
the discharge of contaminants to the brook and operate as long-term actions to mitigate 
impacts of contaminant discharge to Bound Brook.  The three active remediation 
alternatives are protective of human health and the environment. 

Water Line: Alternative WL-1 would not be protective of human health and the 
environment since it does not include measures to detect or prevent water leaks that 
would impact the OU2 and OU4 remedies. Alternative WL-2 would allow for early 
detection of a leak but would not prevent such a leak from happening with the resulting 
impacts to the OU2 and OU4 remedies.  Alternative WL-3 would eliminate the risk to the 
OU2 and OU4 remedies by relocating the pipeline off the former CDE facility property 
and provides the most overall protection of human health and the environment.   
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Compliance with ARARs 
Except for the No Action Alternatives under each of the RAAs, the alternatives would 
comply with ARARs for construction in floodplains and wetlands, managing waste 
generated through construction, air quality, controlling surface water runoff, and other 
regulatory requirements for constructing in sensitive areas. A TI waiver would be 
required for the contaminated shallow groundwater remaining under OU4, similar to that 
required for OU3. 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Sediment and Soils: Alternative SS-1 is neither effective in the long-term nor a 
permanent solution to controlling the contaminants in the brook and associated soils.  
Alternative SS-2 would remove contaminated sediment in the brook and surrounding 
contaminated floodplain soils, and would be permanent and effective in the long-term 
control of contaminants in the brook and surrounding floodplain as well as in remediating 
surface water quality.  Alternative SS-3 would remove approximately 70 percent of the 
contaminated sediment and soil with the remaining contaminated material sequestered 
under caps in New Market Pond and the floodplain.  While this approach may be 
effective in isolating the contaminants, the long-term stability of the cap in either location 
cannot be guaranteed.  Damage to the caps from either flooding or human disruption 
could reduce or eliminate their effectiveness.  The caps would need to be maintained in 
perpetuity to protect from future releases. In addition, under Alternative SS-3, 
contaminated sediment in depositional areas downstream of New Market Pond would be 
left in place, relying on MNR to address the remaining contaminants.  Existing data 
suggests the MNR in Reach 4 is minimal and it is likely to take many years before MNR 
achieves PRGs in these areas. 

Capacitor Debris: Alternative CD-1 is neither effective in the long-term nor a permanent 
solution to controlling the contaminants buried in the side slope of the former CDE 
facility.  This area has been subject to flooding and erosion in the past with material 
ultimately contaminating Bound Brook.  Alternative CD-2 would remove approximately 
60 percent of the contaminated material, leaving the remainder in place under an 
impermeable cap.  The cap would need to be maintained in perpetuity to protect Bound 
Brook from future releases. Even if maintained, surface water runoff or site development 
activities could erode the cover soils, and large storm events and high flows in Bound 
Brook could destabilize the side slope resulting in the release of contaminants.  Both 
Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 would remove the highly-contaminated material and contain 
the area in a manner that is not hazardous to human health or the environment.  All three 
removal alternatives would permanently address the material in the brook, on two 
properties on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street”, and in the adjacent 
floodplains. 
 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 

 ES-12 

 



 

Groundwater: Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 would be not effective in the long-term or 
permanent solutions to controlling the ongoing release of contaminated groundwater to 
the brook.  The three active groundwater alternatives (Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and 
GW-5) do not address the source area and therefore are not permanent solutions to the 
release of contaminants to Bound Brook.  These alternatives would require regular 
operation and maintenance (O&M) of system components for decades, or longer. 
Alternative GW-3 would require at least weekly O&M for both the groundwater 
extraction and treatment systems; Alternatives GW-4 and GW-5 are passive treatment 
systems and would operate with limited oversight except for periodic monitoring of the 
reactive media.  Alternative GW-3 would require periodic equipment replacement and 
repair to maintain operational effectiveness, albeit on a relatively regular schedule. The 
reactive media for both Alternatives GW-4 and GW-5 would require periodic 
replacement based on the contaminant flux in the brook. Because of potential 
heterogeneities in the groundwater and contaminant flow patterns, some sections of the 
reactive media may require more frequent replacement than other sections. The need for 
media replacement across the length of the PRB or reactive cap may be difficult to assess, 
potentially resulting in releases of contaminants to the brook. 

Changes in pumping operations at the local municipal well fields could impact the need 
for, and requirements of, the groundwater alternatives; the timing or impact of these 
changes cannot be assessed at this time.  Given that groundwater source remediation was 
found to be impracticable under current site conditions, all three alternatives represent 
reasonable solutions for addressing the release of contaminants to Bound Brook.   

Water Line: Alternative WL-1, the No Action Alternative, is neither effective in the 
long-term nor a permanent solution to preventing potential leaks in the pipeline from 
impacting the OU2 and OU4 remedies.  Alternative WL-2 provides a method for 
detecting leaks allowing for a more rapid response; however, it does nothing to prevent 
leaks from impacting the OU2 and OU4 remedies nor would it protect against a major 
leak (i.e., pipe burst).  Alternative WL-3 is effective over the long-term and presents a 
permanent solution because it removes the pipeline from the former CDE facility 
property.   

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 
Sediment and Floodplain Soils: Alternative SS-1 does not include any treatment and 
would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants associated with the 
OU4 Study Area.  Under Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3, contaminated material would be 
disposed of in a landfill or capped in place, reducing the mobility of the contaminants but 
not impacting either the toxicity or volume of the contaminated media. 
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Capacitor Debris: Alternative CD-1 does not include treatment and would not reduce the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants associated with the OU4 Study Area.  
Alternatives CD-2 would excavate approximately 60 percent of the material in the area 
(reducing the mobility of the contaminants) but would treat only a limited amount of the 
contaminated material and only to the extent required to allow disposal of the material in 
a landfill.  Alternative CD-3 includes full excavation and treatment of the majority of 
excavated material reducing the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants, prior to 
burial of the treated material at the former CDE facility. Alternative CD-4 would include 
excavation (limiting the mobility of all contaminants) but would only incorporate 
treatment of a limited amount of the contaminated material and only to the extent 
required to allow disposal of the material in a landfill. 

Groundwater: Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 do not incorporate treatment and hence 
would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants associated with the 
OU4 Study Area.  Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5 incorporate treatment of 
contaminants in the groundwater prior to their release to Bound Brook.  Under each 
alternative, the amount of contaminants that would be treated is small compared to the 
mass of contaminants found into the bedrock matrix; however each would treat the mass 
of contaminants currently discharging to Bound Brook.  

Water Line: None of the alternatives provide treatment or have any impact on the 
toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants in the OU4 Study Area or elsewhere. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 
Sediment and Floodplain Soils:  Alternative SS-1 does not present any short-term risks 
to site workers or the environment because it does not include any active remediation 
activities.  Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3 would have similar risks related to construction 
activities such as working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  The 
risk to site workers, the community and the environment would be similar to the risks 
associated with other remediation/construction projects of similar size and scope and 
would include: 

 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding forested areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads and around parks and schools. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 
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It is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of engineering 
controls, safe work practices, and personal protective equipment.   

Capacitor Debris: Alternative CD-1 does not present any short-term risks to site workers 
or the environment because it does not include any active remediation activities.  
Alternatives CD-2, CD-3, and CD-4 would have similar risks to those related to 
construction activities such as working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling 
equipment and working near water.  The risk to site workers, the community and the 
environment would be similar to the risks associated with remediation/construction 
projects of similar size and scope and would include: 

 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding wetland/floodplain areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 

Because of the larger scope of the construction project, Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 
would have proportionately greater risks compared to Alternative CD-2.  On-site thermal 
desorption and burial of the treatment material presents an additional risk for CD-3 due to 
additional material handling, potential electrical hazards associated with equipment 
system construction and operations, and additional construction activities as compared to 
the other alternatives.  

Groundwater:  Alternative GW-1 does not present any short-term risks to site workers or 
the environment because it does not include any active remediation activities.  
Alternative GW-2 would involve installing a limited number of new monitoring wells, on 
and off the former CDE facility property, but in relatively remote areas with limited 
impact to the community.  Alternative GW-3 would involve installing extraction wells, a 
pumping system, and an ex situ treatment system for contaminated groundwater; these 
are common short-duration activities that pose minimal risk to site workers and the 
surrounding environment. Work would be limited to the former CDE facility property. 
Alternative GW-4 would involve controlled blasting in an urban setting for construction 
of a PRB.  Alternative GW-5 involves construction in the brook similar to the sediment 
removal work, although limited bedrock removal would likely be necessary. 

Other activities related to implementation of Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5 
would have risks related to construction activities such as working around/on/with heavy 
equipment and hauling equipment similar to remediation/construction projects of the 
same size and scope.  These risks would include: 
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 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding forested areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads and around parks and schools. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 

In all cases, it is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of 
engineering controls, safe work practices, and personal protective equipment.   

Water Line:  Alternative WL-1 does not present any short-term risks to site workers or 
the environment because it does not include any active remediation activities.  
Alternatives WL-2 and WL-3 would have similar risks to those related to construction 
activities such as working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  
These risks would be similar to the risks associated with remediation/construction 
projects of similar size and scope.  These risks would include: 

 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads around the former CDE facility. 

The scale of the risk would be higher for Alternative WL-3 because it entails a larger 
construction project covering more work in heavily trafficked areas.  Alternative WL-3 
presents the following additional risks: 

 Work around active rail lines. 

 Construction in a heavily used roadway. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding wetland/floodplain area. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

In all cases, it is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of 
engineering controls, safe work practices, and personal protective equipment.   

Implementability 
Sediment and Soils: Because Alternative SS-1 would not entail any construction, it 
would be easily implemented.  The active remedial alternatives (Alternatives SS-2 and 
SS-3) are based on industry-standard construction techniques and should be technically 
feasible to implement.  However, because of the size of the remediation area and the 
number of parties that own property within the limits of the OU4 Study Area, it may be 
 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 

 ES-16 

 



 

difficult to negotiate the necessary access with all parties involved.  In addition, the 
construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly adjacent 
to the remediation areas while work is ongoing.   

Capacitor Debris:  Because Alternative CD-1 would not entail any active remediation, it 
would be easily implemented. The other alternatives (Alternatives CD-2, CD-3, and 
CD-4) are based on industry-standard construction techniques and should be technically 
feasible to implement.  Construction would be on or adjacent to the former CDE facility.  
Access to the toe of slope, wetland/floodplain area, and twin culvert area, as well as to 
the soil and debris in the area of “Factory Street”, would entail clearing and removal of 
trees, potentially impacting property owners on either side along Spicer Avenue. 

Groundwater: Because Alternative GW-1 would not entail any active remediation, it 
would be easily implemented.  Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 would present the fewest 
technical challenges because they comprise systems that are routinely implemented, 
generally with few problems.  Alternative GW-4 would be technically more challenging 
to implement because of the site conditions that must be addressed to construct a deep 
trench in bedrock and install the reactive media in a manner that will allow for its 
periodic removal and replacement.  Alternative GW-5 would be technically more 
implementable than Alternative GW-4, although it would present some challenges 
including the removal of bedrock from the Bound Brook streambed, working in and 
around water, and the deployment of a reactive cap in the brook in a manner that allows 
for periodic removal and replacement.  

Water Line:  Because Alternative WL-1 would not entail any active remediation, it 
would be easily implemented.  Technically, both Alternatives WL-2 and WL-3 are based 
on industry-standard construction techniques and should be technically feasible to 
implement.  However, Alternative WL-3 would be technically and administratively more 
complex due to the extensive amount of work that would be performed in the public right 
of way, the need to jack and bore under two active rail lines, the need to cross Bound 
Brook, and the required modifications to the existing water distribution system.  In the 
short-term, implementation of Alternative WL-2 would only involve installation of a 
monitoring system; the work would be conducted on the former CDE facility property 
which limits the impact to the public but would require the cooperation of the property 
owners/developers. If/when, the pipeline would require replacement in the future, after 
the former CDE facility property is developed, construction would be significantly more 
complicated due to the need to work around existing structures and other site users. 

Cost 
The costs for each alternative were developed on the basis of preliminary engineering 
designs to meet the RAOs and are shown on the following table.  Remedy durations of 
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30 years were used for cost estimating purposes; a discount factor of 7 percent was 
applied in calculating the present value. 

Alt. Description Capital Costs 

Present 
Value of 

Capital Costs 

Present 
Value of 

O&M 

Present 
Value of 
Periodic 

Costs  
Total Present 

Value 

Sediment and Floodplain Soil RAA 

SS-1 No Action $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    

SS-2 Excavation/Dredging of 
Sediments and Soils $187,300,000 $177,600,000 $                    -    $          30,000 $177,600,000 

SS-3 

Excavation/Dredging of 
Sediment, Excavation and 
Capping of Floodplain Soil, 
Limited Dredging and Capping 
in New Market Pond, and 
MNR of Depositional Areas 

$165,700,000 $157,100,000 $        638,000 $          30,000 $157,800,000 

Capacitor Debris RAA 

CD-1 No Action $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    

CD-2 Surface Excavation, Capping, 
and Containment $  20,000,000 $  20,000,000 $        550,000 $          50,000 $  20,600,000 

CD-3 

Full Depth Excavation, 
Thermal Desorption, and On-
Site Burial of Treated 
Materials 

$  42,400,000 $  42,400,000  $                    -     $                    -    $  42,400,000 

CD-4 Full Depth Excavation and 
Off-Site Disposal $  32,800,000 $  32,800,000  $                    -     $                    -    $  32,800,000 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water RAA 

GW-1 No Action $                   -    $                   -    $                   -    $                   -    $                   -    

GW-2 Monitoring and Institutional 
Controls $    1,900,000 $    1,900,000 $  10,270,000 $                    -    $  12,200,000 

GW-3 Hydraulic Control of 
Groundwater $    8,100,000 $    8,100,000 $  15,160,000 $                    -    $  23,300,000 

GW-4 Permeable Reactive Barrier $  18,700,000 $  18,700,000 $   3,780,000 $    4,580,000 $  27,100,000 

GW-5 Reactive Cap $  13,500,000 $  13,500,000 $    3,230,000 $    5,370,000 $  22,100,000 
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Alt. Description Capital Costs 
Present Value 
of Capital Costs 

Present 
Value of 
O&M 

Present 
Value of 
Periodic 
Costs  

Total Present 
Value 

Water Line RAA 

WL-1 No Action $                    -    $                    -    $                    -    $                -    $                    -    

WL-2 

Water Line 
Monitoring System, 
Replacement in 
Existing Easement as 
Necessary 

$        500,000 $        500,000 $    100,000 $    3,500,000    $      4,100,000 

WL-3 Replace Pipeline in 
New ROW $    8,900,000 $    8,900,000  $                -     $              -    $    8,900,000 

Notes:           
1.  Estimated costs based on an ENR CCI of 9664 (January 2014).  All costs are in constant (non-inflationary) dollars. The 
Present Value was calculated based on discount rate of 7%. 

2.  A 30-year operating period was assumed for the groundwater control alternatives although it is anticipated that some of 
the systems will need to operate for decades, if not longer, to ensure compliance with ARARs. For Alternative GW-3, the 
treatment plant equipment would require replacement in year 30; for Alternative GW-4, the reactive media in the PRB 
would require replacement in year 15 and in year 30; and for Alternative GW-5, the reactive cap media would require 
replacement in year 15 and in year 30.  Actual time frames may vary.      

3.  O&M costs associated with the water line are expected to be borne by NJAW as part of normal operating costs and are 
not included in this estimate.  Under Alternative WL-2, leakage monitoring costs are included in the cost estimate.  Initial 
costs would include installation of a leak detection system and SCADA warning system.  Pipeline replacement was assumed 
to occur in year 10.     
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Purpose 
The purpose of this feasibility study (FS) is to assemble and evaluate remedial 
alternatives for Operable Unit 4 (OU4) of the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics (CDE) 
Superfund Site (Site) [EPA ID: NJD981557879] located in South Plainfield, New Jersey.  
OU4 addresses contaminated sediment, soil, capacitor debris, and the discharge of 
contaminated groundwater to surface water in Bound Brook and its tributaries, Green 
Brook, and associated floodplains and affected uplands, arising from operations at the 
former CDE facility in South Plainfield, New Jersey; OU4 also addresses a 100+-year-
old potable water line that crosses the former CDE facility property. This FS was 
conducted on behalf of the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Kansas 
City District and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 
Region II.   

This FS was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as 
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986.  The FS 
follows guidance outlined in USEPA’s Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations 
and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (USEPA, 1988).  Together with the Remedial 
Investigation (RI) for OU4 (Louis Berger, 2014a) and the Ecological Risk Assessment 
(ERA)/Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA) for OU4 (Louis Berger, 
2014b), the FS forms the basis for developing and evaluating remedial alternatives, and 
selecting a remedy for OU4.   

The FS process involves the following general steps: 

 Identifying remedial action objectives (RAOs) based on Applicable or Relevant and 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). 

 Identifying general response actions for the four Remedial Action Areas (RAAs) 
sediment/floodplain soil (SS), capacitor debris (CD), groundwater impact area 
(GW), and water line (WL), requiring remedial action. 

 Identifying potential treatment and containment technologies and the associated 
process options for each of the four RAAs. 

 Screening the various technologies and process options based on their effectiveness, 
implementability, and cost. 
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 Performing a detailed analysis of potential remedial alternatives by assessing them 
against seven evaluation criteria (evaluation against the final two criteria, state 
acceptance and community acceptance, is performed following public comment on 
the Proposed Plan). 

1.2. Background  

Cornell-Dubilier Electronics, Inc. operated a facility at 333 Hamilton Boulevard in South 
Plainfield, New Jersey from 1936 to 1962, manufacturing electronic parts and 
components including capacitors.  During operations, the company released/buried 
material contaminated with polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and chlorinated volatile 
organic compounds (CVOCs), primarily trichloroethene (TCE), contaminating on-site 
soils.  USEPA has detected PCBs and CVOCs in the groundwater and soil at the former 
CDE facility as well as PCBs on nearby residential, commercial, and municipal 
properties.  USEPA has also detected PCBs and CVOCs in the surface water and 
sediments of Bound Brook adjacent to the former CDE facility’s northeastern property 
line.   

The “Site” refers to the four OUs which comprise the CDE Superfund Site, and the extent 
of each OU investigation.  The four OUs designated by USEPA are as follows: 
 
 OU1 addresses residential, commercial, and municipal properties in the vicinity of 

the former CDE manufacturing facility. USEPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) 
for OU1 in 2003 (USEPA, 2003).  Remediation activities in OU1 are substantially 
complete. 

 OU2 addresses contaminated soil and buildings at the former CDE facility. USEPA 
signed a ROD for OU2 in 2004. Soil remediation activities at OU2 were completed 
in 2012. The “former CDE facility” refers to the physical extent of the industrial 
park operated at 333 Hamilton Boulevard, also known as “OU2”. 

 “OU3” refers to the geographic extent of the groundwater contamination and 
associated investigation.  OU3 addresses contaminated groundwater. USEPA signed 
a ROD for OU3 in September 2012 which specifies that the groundwater discharge 
to Bound Brook is to be evaluated during the OU4 RI with a final remedy decision 
for this part of the aquifer to be made as part of the OU4 remedy. 

 “OU4” (the subject of this FS) addresses contaminated sediment and soils in Bound 
Brook, Green Brook, portions of Cedar Brook (including Spring Lake), two other 
unnamed tributaries to Bound Brook, and the associated floodplain areas, as well as 
buried capacitor debris, contaminated groundwater discharges to surface water, and a 
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water line crossing the former CDE facility property. OU4 refers to the geographic 
extent of the contaminated sediment, floodplain soil, capacitor debris, contaminated 
groundwater discharge areas to surface water, and associated investigations.   

1.3. Study Area Description 
Bound Brook, located in Middlesex County, New Jersey, is a secondary tributary of the 
Raritan River that flows into Raritan Bay (south of Staten Island, New York) and the 
Greater New York/New Jersey Harbor (Figure 1-1). The headwaters of Bound Brook 
originate in areas of residential and commercial/industrial development in Edison 
Township. Bound Brook flows westerly through South Plainfield into Piscataway 
Township where the brook is dammed to form New Market Pond.  Downstream of New 
Market Pond, the brook flows through Middlesex Borough to the confluence with Green 
Brook (Figure 1-2). The OU4 Study Area encompasses an 8.3-mile long portion of 
Bound Brook, plus an additional 1.6-mile long portion of Green Brook, portions of Cedar 
Brook, Spring Lake, and two other unnamed tributaries to Bound Brook.  The relative 
locations of OU2, OU3 and OU4 are shown on Figure 1-3. 

A River Mile (RM) location system was developed for the Study Area, with RM0 placed 
at the confluence of Bound Brook and Green Brook. This river mile system was used to 
establish 2010-2013 RI sampling locations, reference historical sampling locations, and 
describe the location of prominent site features. Green Brook is represented by negative 
RM demarcations (e.g., RM-1.6) because that portion of the Study Area was added to the 
project scope after the RM system was established. 

As determined by USEPA, the upstream extent of the OU4 Study Area is the Talmadge 
Road Bridge (approximately RM8.3) on Bound Brook in Edison, New Jersey and the 
downstream extent is the Shepherd Avenue Bridge (approximately RM-1.6) on Green 
Brook in Bridgewater, New Jersey. The northern extent of the Study Area is Cedar Brook 
at Cedar Brook Avenue in South Plainfield, New Jersey. From RM7.4 to RM-1.6, the 
Study Area includes the waterway and floodplain soils (primarily soil within the 100-year 
floodplain) as well as an area of upland soils adjacent to the former CDE facility 
containing buried capacitor waste. Between RM7.4 and RM8.3, the Study Area is limited 
to the Bound Brook waterway (i.e., surface water and sediment) which passes through the 
Woodbrook Road Dump Superfund Site (Woodbrook Site) in this area. Floodplain soil, 
brook tributaries, and wetlands upstream of RM7.4 were investigated as part of the 
Woodbrook Site. 

Originally, four optional investigation areas in the 100-year floodplain and tributaries 
were included in the planned remedial investigation activities (see Figure 1-2).  These 
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optional areas were planned for more detailed investigation (i.e., sample collection and 
analysis) if the RI data indicated floodplain contamination or an upstream source in the 
vicinity. On the basis of the analytical results from the remainder of the Study Area, 
additional work in these areas was determined not to be necessary. 

Prominent site features in the OU4 Study Area are shown in Figure 1-4 and include the 
following: 

 The Shepherd Avenue Bridge (RM-1.58) on Green Brook, located approximately 
1.6 miles downstream of the confluence with Bound Brook, is the downstream 
extent of the OU4 Study Area. The 1.6 mile stretch of Green Brook has relatively 
higher flows (as compared to the remainder of the Study Area) and its sediment bed 
consists primarily of coarse-grained material. The floodplains of Green Brook in this 
area are characterized as residential and public land which is similar to conditions on 
Green Brook near the confluence with Bound Brook.  

 Mountainview Park borders the north bank of Bound Brook from the confluence of 
Bound Brook and Green Brook (RM0) to Bound Brook Bridge (RM0.4).  The south 
bank of Bound Brook in this area is primarily residential.  

 Between Mountainview Park and New Market Pond (RM3.4) the brook flows 
through residential neighborhoods with some light industrial/commercial use 
(Ziegler Chemical and Mineral Corp. at RM2.8), surrounded by forested lands.  In 
this area, Bound Brook is relatively shallow (as compared to the rest of the OU4 
Study Area) and its bed consists primarily of coarse-grained material. Between 
RM0.4 and RM0.55, two manmade structures (former utility piping and a former 
weir) are present in the streambed. 

 Five road bridges cross the brook between the confluence with Green Brook and 
New Market Pond: the Bound Brook Bridge (RM0.4), Lincoln Avenue Bridge 
(RM1.2), South Avenue Bridge (RM2.2), Prospect Avenue Bridge (RM3.2), and 
New Market Road Bridge (County Route 665 at RM3.4).  A Conrail railroad bridge 
crosses the brook at RM2. 

 New Market Pond stretches from RM3.4 to RM4.1, covering approximately 
17.6 acres.  The pond was dredged and restored by Piscataway Township between 
1985 and 1986; it is currently bounded by parklands on all sides except the north 
where it is bounded by an active railroad track. A dam (RM3.4) is located on the 
downstream end of the pond and a boat ramp (RM4.1) on the upstream end. The 
Washington Ave Bridge (RM3.7) bisects the pond.  During the same period as the 
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dredging, Piscataway Township constructed a sediment trap (RM4.3) upstream of 
the pond (essentially a slightly deeper area was dredged in Bound Brook to capture 
suspended solids before they enter and settle in the pond). 

 Upstream of New Market Pond, three road bridges cross Bound Brook: New 
Brunswick Avenue Bridge (RM4.7), the Clinton Avenue Bridge (RM5.2), and the 
Lakeview Avenue Bridge (RM6.2). This stretch of the brook is surrounded by 
industrial facilities (such as MRP Steel Fabrication & Engineering near the New 
Brunswick Avenue Bridge at RM4.8), cemeteries (such as the Holy Redeemer 
Cemetery that stretches along the north bank between New Brunswick Avenue and 
Clinton Avenue, between RM4.8 and RM5.2), and wetland areas.   

 Between New Market Pond and the former CDE facility, three tributaries discharge 
to Bound Brook: an unnamed tributary near the New Brunswick Bridge (RM4.7), an 
unnamed tributary near Elsie Avenue (RM5.5), and Cedar Brook (RM5.8). The 
confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook occurs in a wetland/parkland area 
(Veterans Memorial Park).  

 Spring Lake is located north of Veterans Memorial Park and Monument Park on 
Cedar Brook, approximately 0.5 miles upstream of the confluence of Bound Brook 
and Cedar Brook. The Spring Lake spillway is located adjacent to Monument Park. 
The small (approximately 6.5 acres) man-made lake and the surrounding Spring 
Lake Park were constructed between 1983 and 1985.  Spring Lake, with a design 
depth of approximately five feet, is surrounded by a well field owned by a local 
water utility.  These wells are not currently in service.  Approximately one mile 
north of Spring Lake is another well field (Park Avenue Well Field) located near 
Cedar Brook Lake and Cedar Brook Park.  This well field (not shown on Figure 1-4; 
north of Cedarbrook Avenue) is currently in service. 

 A manmade dam is present at RM6.  Two active railroad bridges cross Bound Brook 
near the former CDE facility (between RM6.3 and RM6.4). A footbridge, installed to 
allow access to the former CDE facility, crosses the brook along a former railroad 
spur at RM6.25. 

 The former CDE facility property is located between RM6.2 to RM6.6 on Bound 
Brook. This fenced, 26-acre property is bounded on the northeast by Bound Brook 
and the former Lehigh Valley Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently owned by 
Conrail); on the southeast by Bound Brook, a property used by the South Plainfield 
Department of Public Works and single family residential properties on Spicer 
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Avenue; on the southwest by single family residential properties along Spicer 
Avenue; and to the northwest, across Hamilton Boulevard, by mixed residential and 
commercial properties. The land use surrounding the former CDE facility is 
industrial but transitions to residential upstream of the Belmont Avenue Bridge 
(RM6.8). Most recently, the property was known as the Hamilton Industrial Park 
containing numerous buildings.  These buildings were demolished between 2006 and 
2008 following relocation of the industrial park tenants. Figure 1-5 shows the pre-
demolition layout of the facility. 

 Upstream of the former CDE facility are twin culverts (RM6.6). 

 Southeast of the former CDE facility, a storm water drain flows from Spicer Avenue 
and merges with Bound Brook near RM6.7.  

 Several ball fields and recreational areas border Bound Brook along Kenneth 
Avenue (RM7 to RM7.5) in Memorial Park.  The ball fields are located on the site of 
a former municipal landfill (former South Plainfield municipal landfill).  

 At RM7.4, Bound Brook passes a municipal recycling and yard waste drop-off 
center and the Woodbrook Site.  In general, this area is surrounded by forested lands, 
residential neighborhoods, and former and active industrial complexes.  

 Upstream of RM7.4, the Study Area is limited to the Bound Brook corridor only; the 
floodplains are managed as part of the Woodbrook Site.  The upstream extent of the 
OU4 Study Area is the Talmadge Road Bridge (RM8.3) located in Edison, New 
Jersey.  Four other potential sources of contaminants in Bound Brook were identified 
during the RI in this area.  The location of these facilities are shown on Figure 1-4 
and discussed in Section 1.5.6. 

A photolog of OU 4Study Area features is included in the OU4 RI. 

1.4. Former CDE Facility Background 
The Spicer Manufacturing Company operated a manufacturing plant on the former CDE 
facility property from 1912 to 1929.  The firm manufactured universal joints, drive shafts, 
clutches, drop forgings, sheet metal stampings, screw products, and coil springs for the 
automotive industry.  The plant included a machine shop, box shop, lumber shop, scrap 
shop, heat treating building, transformer platform, forge shop, shear shed, boiler room, 
acid pickle building, and die sinking shop.  A chemical laboratory for the analysis of steel 
was added in 1917.  Most of the major structures were erected by 1918. Until at least the 
late 1920s, Bound Brook was dammed just upstream of the Conrail Railroad Bridge 
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(approximately RM6.3).  The impoundment pond water (referred to on older drawings as 
the condenser impoundment pond) was used for cooling in the powerhouse; circulating 
pumps would have drawn cooling water from the pond, forced it through the tubes of 
surface condensers, and discharged the water back to Bound Brook.1  When the company 
ceased operations, there were approximately 210,000 square feet of buildings (Foster 
Wheeler Environmental Corporation [FWENC], 2002) on the property.  Even though 
TCE was commercially available during the latter half of the Spicer Manufacturing 
Company’s period of operation on the property, there is no documentation that TCE was 
used in the manufacturing process during their operations. 

After the departure of the Spicer Manufacturing Company, CDE leased the property and 
manufactured electronic components, including capacitors, from 1936 to 1962 at the 
former CDE facility, according to information supplied by CDE in November 1996 in 
response to USEPA’s request for information.  PCB and chlorinated organic degreasing 
solvents were used in the manufacturing process and the company disposed of PCB-
containing materials and other hazardous substances at the facility.  It has been reported 
that the rear of the property was saturated with transformer oils and that capacitors were 
buried behind the buildings during the same period (FWENC, 2002). The primary Site-
related chemicals of concern are PCB compounds and CVOCs. The company released 
PCB-contaminated material and TCE directly onto the soils during its operations. In its 
November 1996 response to USEPA’s request for information, CDE provided 
information that Aroclor 1254 was used in its power factor capacitors and some other 
capacitors.  Based on deposition testimony, CDE was also using Aroclor 1242 in the 
early 1960s in power factor capacitors.  It has been reported that the company also tested 
transformer oils for an unknown period of time.  Once CDE departed the facility in 1962, 
it was operated as a rental property consisting of commercial and light industrial tenants. 
Numerous tenants occupied the complex.  

USEPA has detected PCBs in the groundwater, in the soil, and in building interiors at the 
former CDE facility and on nearby residential, commercial, and municipal properties. 
USEPA has also detected PCBs in the surface water and sediments of Bound Brook 
which flows near the former CDE facility’s northeastern property boundary.  

1 Spaces between each set of turbine foundation walls and columns in the powerhouse basement contained a jet or 
surface condenser. While no condensers were present in the basement in 2007, the presence of 12-inch and 5-inch 
diameter pipes in a trench that ran under the floor along with evidence of a condenser pond confirms that the 
powerhouse boilers ran with condensers, which would have greatly increased their efficiency. Structural remains of the 
dam for the condenser pond still exist near the Conrail Bridge. 
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In 2006, USEPA began implementing the OU2 ROD with the relocation of the industrial 
park tenants and the demolition of the 18 buildings.  Following tenant relocation and 
building demolition, the on-site soils were excavated and treated to remove CVOCs, 
PCBs, and other contaminants.  The OU2 soil remediation activities were completed in 
2012.   

Prior to the demolition of the OU2 buildings, the developed portion of the former CDE 
facility (primarily located in the northwestern corner of the property) covered 
approximately 45 percent of the total land area.  The other 55 percent of the property was 
predominantly vegetated. The central part of the property was an open field with wooded 
areas to the northeast and south with a deteriorated, partially paved area in the middle. 
The northeast and southeast boundaries consisted primarily of wetland areas adjacent to 
Bound Brook (FWENC, 2002).  

The area surrounding the former CDE facility is typical of an urban environment in this 
area, principally residential development to the south and north, and mixed residential 
and commercial properties to the west: 

 Northeast and east of the property is a mix of commercial and light industrial 
properties separated from the former CDE facility by Bound Brook and the former 
Lehigh Valley Railroad, Perth Amboy Branch (presently owned by Conrail). 

 Southeast and south are residential properties and a property used by the South 
Plainfield Department of Public Works.  Bound Brook and associated wetlands are 
located along a portion of the southeastern property line. 

 Southwest, west, and northwest of the site across Spicer Avenue and Hamilton 
Boulevard are single family residential properties and commercial properties. 

1.5. Previous Site Activities 

The following is a summary of the project history and Site investigations.   

1.5.1. Historical Site Investigations 
Environmental conditions at the former CDE facility were first investigated by the New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) in 1986.  Subsequent sampling 
by NJDEP and USEPA indicated the presence of PCBs, volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs), and inorganic chemicals in facility soils, sediments, and surface water.  In 1997, 
USEPA conducted a preliminary investigation of Bound Brook and collected surface soil 
and interior dust samples from nearby residential and commercial properties. These 
investigations led to fish consumption advisories for Bound Brook and its tributaries. As 
a result of these sampling activities, the Site was added to the National Priority List in 
July 1998. 
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1.5.2. Investigations and Remedial Actions at OU1 
In the late 1990s, USEPA and others conducted a series of soil and interior dust 
investigations which included a study of residential, commercial, and municipal 
properties in the vicinity of the former CDE facility. The results of these investigations 
revealed the presence of soil and interior dust contaminated with PCBs.  Based on the 
findings of these earlier studies, USEPA ordered a number of removal actions, including 
the following: 

 In 1998, USEPA initiated a removal action to address PCBs in interior dust at houses 
to the west and southwest of the former CDE facility. 

 In 1998, USEPA ordered CDE and DSC of Newark Enterprises (property owner) to 
implement a removal action to address PCBs in soil at six residential properties 
located to the west and southwest of the former CDE facility. This removal action 
was conducted by CDE from 1998 to 1999. 

 In 1999, USEPA ordered CDE and Dana Corporation (formerly Spicer 
Manufacturing) to implement a removal action to address PCBs in soil at seven 
residential properties located to the west and southwest of the former CDE facility. 
This removal action was conducted from 1999 to 2000. 

 In April 2000, USEPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with 
DSC requiring the removal of PCB-contaminated soil from one additional property 
located on Spicer Avenue. DSC agreed to perform the work required under the AOC 
but subsequently did not do so. In August 2004, USEPA began the removal of PCB-
contaminated soil from this property; the work was substantially complete in 
September 2004. 

The RI and FS reports for OU1 were issued in 2001 after which USEPA proposed a 
remedy for OU1 in June 2003 and issued a ROD on September 30, 2003. The selected 
remedy included removing approximately 3,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil from 
affected properties and removing indoor dust contaminated with PCBs.  

Additional sampling was performed at OU1 during 2008, 2011, and 2012 resulting in the 
removal of an additional 1,530 cubic yards of contaminated soil from affected properties 
during the fall of 2012. Additional remedial action was completed in 2013. OU1 
properties are located outside of the OU4 Study Area generally to the south and 
southwest of the former CDE facility. 

During the OU1 sampling, a parcel located between two properties on Spicer Avenue 
near the southeast corner of the former CDE facility was determined to contain elevated 
concentrations of PCBs in the soil.  The area is at the Spicer Avenue and “Factory Street” 
intersection, an area that shows up on tax maps as a platted, but not constructed roadway.  
Action in this area was deferred until OU4.  
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1.5.3. Investigations and Remedial Actions at OU2 
In 2000, USEPA began a RI, conducted by FWENC, that included collecting soil, 
sediment, and building surface samples as well as installing and sampling 12 shallow 
bedrock monitoring wells at the former CDE facility (FWENC, 2002). The FS Report for 
OU2 was completed in April 2004, and the ROD was issued in September 2004 (USEPA, 
2004). The remedy selected in the ROD included: 

 Relocating tenants and demolishing the buildings.  

 Excavating an estimated 107,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil containing total 
PCBs at concentrations greater than 500 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) and 
contaminated soils containing non-PCB contaminants exceeding New Jersey’s 
Impact to Groundwater Soil Cleanup Criteria. 

 Treating (on the former CDE facility property) excavated soils amenable to 
treatment by thermal desorption, followed by backfilling of excavated areas with 
treated soils. 

 Transporting contaminated soil and debris not suitable for thermal desorption to an 
off-site facility for disposal with treatment as necessary. 

 Excavating an estimated 7,500 cubic yards of contaminated soil and debris from the 
Capacitor Disposal Area and transporting the material off-site for disposal with 
treatment as necessary. 

 Installing a multi-layer cap or hardscape. 

 Installing engineering controls. 

 Restoring the property. 

 Implementing institutional controls. 

In 2006, the OU2 remedial action began with the relocation of tenants followed by the 
demolition of the former CDE facility structures, which was completed in 2008, and 
excavation of the Capacitor Disposal Area.  In 2009, soil remediation commenced 
including: excavating, treating and/or disposing of contaminated soil from the former 
CDE facility; installing a multilayered cap; and constructing a storm water conveyance 
system and detention basin. Site restoration and paving were completed in April 2012.  

1.5.4. Investigations and Remedial Actions at OU3 
The 2000 OU2 RI included a groundwater investigation at the former CDE facility. The 
investigation included installing and sampling monitoring wells with the results 
documenting concentrations of VOCs, PCBs, pesticides, and inorganics in bedrock 
groundwater. In 2008, USEPA initiated a monitoring well installation program using its 
Emergency Response Team (ERT) office branch to drill eight bedrock wells to a depth of 
150 feet below ground surface (bgs). As part of the well installation program, ERT 
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conducted borehole geophysics, borehole hydraulic profiling, and preliminary 
groundwater sampling using borehole packers to isolate and sample discrete fracture 
zones.  

USEPA/USACE continued the OU3 RI in early 2009.  The OU3 RI (Louis Berger, 2012) 
revealed a groundwater flow regime in highly fractured bedrock with significant 
partitioning of VOCs and other compounds into the immobile domain (pore spaces) of 
the Passaic Formation. The investigation also revealed that area well fields exert 
significant control over the regional groundwater flow patterns.  

Based on the results of the OU3 RI, a Technical Impracticability Evaluation Report 
(TIER) was prepared to justify the waiver of ARARs for OU3 groundwater (Louis Berger 
and ARCADIS/Malcolm Pirnie, 2012).  The TIER identified significant Site-specific 
factors that limit the ability of available remedial technologies to achieve groundwater 
ARARs including a long history of releases, the presence of dense non-aqueous phase 
liquids (DNAPL) and CVOCs in the bedrock groundwater and rock matrix pore water, 
and the complex geology of the Site.2  

The TI determination was supported by the following:  

 The highly conductive fracture network at the Site allows for the vertical and 
horizontal advection of groundwater and aqueous-phase contaminant mass. Back 
diffusion out of the matrix contributes to ongoing groundwater contamination over a 
very long period of time.  

 Samples of the bedrock matrix and groundwater show that CVOCs have adsorbed 
into the bedrock matrix over a very large (~150 acres) area. 

 Contaminant fate and transport modeling results indicate that treatment of the source 
area would have negligible impact on the downgradient plume and would not 
achieve ARARs since the bedrock matrix itself is the source of the ongoing 
exceedences. To be potentially effective, a remedial technology would have to be 
applied over the entire OU3 area covering more than 150 acres, to depths greater 
than 250 feet.  

 Based on the review of currently available remedial technologies, there are no 
technologies capable of achieving these metrics in fractured bedrock in full-scale 
implementation. 

2 The TIER also noted the presence of other sources of CVOC contamination in the vicinity of the Site that may 
contribute to the exceedence of ARARs in and downgradient of OU3 (i.e., the Pitt Street Well field and undefined 
sources contributing CVOCs to the groundwater at the Park Avenue Well field).  These off-site sources are not known 
to be impacting the shallow groundwater that discharges to Bound Brook in the vicinity of the CDE facility. 
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USEPA issued the OU3 ROD in September 2012. The remedy selected in the ROD 
included long-term monitoring of groundwater and vapor intrusion as well as institutional 
controls.  The ROD invoked an ARARs waiver for the groundwater at the Site due to 
technical impracticability (TI), except for shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the 
former CDE facility with the lateral boundaries extending over the Bound Brook surface 
water recharge zone.  The OU3 ROD deferred to the OU4 remedy a decision on 
contaminated groundwater that had the potential to discharge to the brook. 

1.5.5. Investigation at OU4 
USEPA conducted several studies to investigate the nature and extent of contamination in 
Bound Brook sediments and floodplain soils as well as to assess the potential risks 
associated with this contamination.  Where applicable, these data were incorporated into 
the OU4 RI.  In addition, since the OU4 Study Area includes the stretch of Bound Brook 
that flows through the Woodbrook Site, Bound Brook sediment and surface water data 
collected during the investigation of the Woodbrook Superfund Site were incorporated 
into the OU4 RI where appropriate.  A summary of the incorporated datasets is presented 
in Table 1-1. Details on the field programs for the major datasets that were incorporated 
into the OU4 RI are summarized below.  Additional information on these investigations 
is contained in the OU4 RI appendices. 

 Ecological Risk Assessment 1.5.5.1.

In June and August 1997, USEPA collected soil, sediment, surface water, and biota 
samples (small mammals, crayfish, forage fish, and edible fish) along Bound Brook to 
support an ERA. Sampling locations were designed to characterize exposure in terrestrial 
and aquatic areas near Spring Lake, New Market Pond, Bound Brook, and Cedar Brook. 
Samples were analyzed for VOCs, semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
pesticides, PCBs, and metals.  Results of the ERA are presented in the Final Report: 
Ecological Evaluation for the Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Site (USEPA, 1999).  The 
ERA concluded that the structure and function of the stream ecosystem within Bound 
Brook and its corridor was at risk from chemical contamination. 

In 2008 and 2009, USEPA collected fish and invertebrate clam samples from seven 
stations along the Bound Brook corridor to re-assess ecological risks in the Bound Brook 
system and to provide a fingerprint of the PCB congeners within Bound Brook between 
the former CDE facility and New Market Pond.  The sampling locations chosen mirrored 
those used during the 1997 ERA sampling program with adjustments to those locations 
closest to the former CDE facility and the inclusion of six points within Bound Brook and 
one in Spring Lake.  These sediment samples were co-located with biota sampling 
stations.  The fish species collected were targeted based on the data generated during the 
1997 investigation.  Biota samples were analyzed for total PCBs, PCB Aroclors, and PCB 
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congeners.  The analytical results of PCB congener analysis performed on 12 sediment 
samples collected by USEPA were obtained and considered in the reassessment.  The 
reassessment supported the 1997 conclusion that a substantial ecological risk does exist 
to fish and wildlife within Bound Brook and Spring Lake. 

 1997 and 2007-08 Soil and Sediment Sampling 1.5.5.2.

USEPA collected soil and sediment samples along Bound Brook from August to 
November 1997 to characterize 2.4 miles of streambed and bank areas upstream and 
downstream of the former CDE facility (from RM4.2 to RM6.6).  The sampling program 
included 100 transects across Bound Brook spaced at varying intervals depending on 
location.  Five sampling locations were established along each transect.  At each soil and 
sediment sampling location, two samples were collected to characterize the surface 
material (0-6 inches) and subsurface material (generally 18-24 inches below the sediment 
surface or at core refusal).  Samples were analyzed for PCBs; these data are presented in 
the Soil and Sediment Sampling and Analysis Summary Report (Weston, 1998). 

In April 2007, erosion exposed buried capacitor debris on the banks of Bound Brook near 
the twin culverts adjacent to the former CDE facility.  Additional samples were collected 
from a half-mile interval of Bound Brook between RM6.1 and RM6.7.  Samples were 
analyzed for PCBs; these data are presented in USEPA Sampling Report (USEPA, 
2008a).  In addition, 44 surface water samples were collected and analyzed for PCBs. 

 1999 Cedar Brook and Spring Lake Sediment Sampling 1.5.5.3.

In April 1999, NJDEP collected surficial sediment samples from 33 locations in Spring 
Lake, Cedar Brook, and a feeder stream between Maple Avenue and Cedar Brook.  In 
addition, five subsurface samples were collected from a depth of 18 to 24 inches.  The 
samples were analyzed for PCBs and pesticides; the data are provided in Preliminary 
Assessment and Site Investigation, Spring Lake PCB Contamination (NJDEP, 1999). 

1.5.6. Remedial Activities at Other Sites in Area 

 Veterans Memorial Park 1.5.6.1.

Veterans Memorial Park is located in South Plainfield, New Jersey on public property 
between Cedar Brook and Bound Brook (see Figure 1-4). Originally, this land and 
adjacent property consisted of low lying wetland areas which were reportedly filled to 
allow for municipal use (PMK, 2002a). 

In June 1999, USEPA collected sediment samples and floodplain soil samples from four 
areas along Bound Brook and its tributaries and analyzed the soil samples for PCBs; the 
analytical results are presented in the Floodplain Soil/Sediment Sampling and Analysis 
Summary Report (Weston, 2000).  Analytical results for PCBs ranged from nondetectable 
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to a concentration of 25 mg/kg. At the request of USEPA, the soil data along with other 
1999 floodplain surface soil data were evaluated by the New Jersey Department of Health 
and Senior Services (NJDHSS) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry (NJDHSS, 2000). They concluded that a complete exposure pathway could be 
reasonably assumed for those individuals using the Bound Brook floodplain area through 
the ingestion of contaminated soils. No public health hazard was identified for either a 
child or adult receptor for acute, intermediate, or chronic recreational exposure at the 
maximum PCB concentration reported (NJDHSS, 2000). 

On August 7, 2001, NJDEP received an anonymous phone call from a resident of South 
Plainfield who issued a complaint that a “tar-like” substance was seeping from the 
ground surface in Veterans Memorial Park (PMK, 2002a).  Following an initial response 
by USEPA, which concluded that the “tar-like” contamination was not associated with a 
Superfund site, the Borough of South Plainfield conducted a Preliminary Assessment of 
Veterans Memorial Park (PMK, 2002b).  In July 2002, the Edison Wetlands Association 
identified another area of concern along the bank of a pond west of the park where 
suspected asbestos-containing tiles and sheets were discovered.  Following a site visit 
from the Middlesex County Health Department, the Borough of South Plainfield 
requested that NJDEP conduct a site visit in July 2002.  Based on the NJDEP findings, 
the Borough of South Plainfield temporarily closed the park so that an investigation could 
be conducted.  

In September 2002, the Borough of South Plainfield notified USEPA and NJDEP that 
they wished to reopen the park and conduct an interim soil remediation action while 
USEPA completed their investigation at the former CDE facility.  The objectives of the 
Borough’s interim remedial action (PMK 2004), conducted pursuant to NJDEP authority 
and oversight, were to (1) excavate and remove the “tar-like” substance and associated 
buried drums, (2) excavate and remove the exposed asbestos tiles on the pond 
embankment, (3) demolish the basketball court, (4) excavate or cap elevated PCB 
contamination in the baseball field, and (5) use engineering and institutional controls to 
limit access to areas with PCB concentrations exceeding 1 mg/kg.  The Borough obtained 
a $250,000 grant from the statewide Livable Communities Fund to cover the costs of 
cleanup for the asbestos tiles.  The Borough also secured funding for remediating the rest 
of the park including removal of the “tar-like” substance and capping of PCB-
contaminated soils (NJDEP news release, dated August 13, 2003).  The Borough initiated 
the interim remedial action at the park in September 2003 and completed it in 
December 2003. 

In May 2013, as part of the OU4 RI, soil samples were collected in the park to establish 
conditions approximately 10 years after completion of the Borough’s interim removal 
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action.  Sampling locations were selected based on site reconnaissance field notes, review 
of existing floodplain soil and sediment data, and review of interim remedial measures 
implemented at Veterans Memorial Park by the Borough of South Plainfield.  Surface 
soil samples (0-6 inches) were collected from 22 locations within the park and 
surrounding 100-year FEMA floodplain areas using hand augers.  Surface sediment 
samples were collected from three locations in the adjacent pond using an Ekman dredge.  
All samples were analyzed for PCB Aroclors.  PCB Aroclor 1254 concentrations for the 
May 2013 sampling event are shown on Figure 1-6 along with Aroclor 1254 results for 
previous sampling events.  Areas where PCB Aroclor 1254 concentrations are above 
1 mg/kg are primarily located in sediments and floodplain soils in and along Bound 
Brook, the first 2,000 feet of Cedar Brook, and the area between the brooks west of the 
developed parkland.  PCB concentrations in this area are consistent with other PCB 
sampling results for floodplain soils (see Section 3.4.2).  

 Former Upstream Facilities 1.5.6.2.

Upstream of the former CDE facility in the Borough of South Plainfield, Edison 
Township, and the Borough of Metuchen, land use consists of wetlands, forests, and 
urban areas.  USEPA has identified four former facilities located outside the OU4 Study 
Area but near Bound Brook or a tributary that may have impacted contamination levels in 
Bound Brook upstream of the former CDE facility (see Figure 1-4).  These facilities 
include: the Woodbrook Site; the former Chevron Chemical Company/Ortho Division 
Site and the adjacent industrial properties owned by Hummel Chemical Company and the 
former United Steel Deck; the former Gulton Industries, Inc. (Hybrid Printhead) site; and 
the former Tingley Rubber site.  A brief history of each is provided below. 

WOODBROOK ROAD DUMP SUPERFUND SITE 

The Woodbrook Site is located between Woodbrook Road and Metuchen Road in South 
Plainfield, New Jersey (Figure 1-4), approximately one mile upstream of the former CDE 
facility.  The property (approximately 70 acres) was reportedly operated as a group of 
dumps accepting household and industrial wastes until 1958 when it was shut down by 
the state.  However, review of aerial photographs from 1947 through 1995 indicates that 
illegal and uncontrolled dumping on the property continued.  Although soil, sediment, 
surface water, groundwater, and drinking water sampling was performed during 
investigations at the Woodbrook Site, the OU4 RI only incorporates sediment and surface 
water data from the Bound Brook channel within the limits of the Woodbrook Site (the 
adjacent floodplains/upland soils are addressed in the Woodbrook Site RI).  The 
Woodbrook Site sediment and surface water sampling programs are described below.  
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Removal actions and sampling were conducted during March and April 2000 to address 
the presence of leaking capacitors and PCB-contaminated soils.  Additional sampling was 
conducted to document the contamination of surface and subsurface soil, surface water, 
sediment, groundwater, and drinking water, and to provide sufficient information to 
conduct a risk assessment for the Woodbrook Site.  Data and additional sampling details 
for this study are summarized in the Removal Site Assessment Report (Weston, 2002).  

The current owner of the Woodbrook Site, Texas Eastern Transmission Corporation, 
entered into an AOC with USEPA on August 11, 2003. The order mandated the 
performance of a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) at the Woodbrook Site. 
TRC Environmental Corporation conducted the RI/FS and prepared the Draft Site 
Characterization Summary Report in 2007 (TRC, 2007a).  RI sampling activities focused 
on delineation of PCB “hot spots” in the soil in the western portion of the site as well as 
identification and delineation of contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) in the native 
soil beneath the refuse, in soil in peripheral areas, in groundwater and surface water, and 
in sediment.  Field activities were conducted between February and August 2007.  

Based on USEPA review and comments on the 2007 Draft Site Characterization Report, 
additional sampling was performed to complete the RI.  The supplemental activities were 
performed from February through August 2009 and included water level measurements, 
groundwater sampling, domestic well sampling, and surface sediment sampling.  Data 
and additional sampling details for this study were included in the Addendum to Draft 
Site Characterization Summary Report (TRC, 2009).  

FORMER CHEVRON CHEMICAL COMPANY/ORTHO DIVISION SITE 

Remedial action at the former Chevron Chemical Company/Ortho Division Site 
(Chevron/Ortho Site), located at 800 Metuchen Road in South Plainfield, New Jersey 
(Figure 1-4), is proceeding under NJDEP authority and oversight (Industrial Site 
Recovery Act [NJD 002171593]).  The two industrial properties located adjacent to the 
Chevron/Ortho site (owned by the Hummel Chemical Company and the former United 
Steel Deck) are being addressed by remedial work conducted by Chevron/Ortho.   

Prior to 1952, the Chevron/Ortho Site was used a rail yard. Between 1952 and 1985, 
Chevron/Ortho processed consumer and agricultural products, including organochlorine 
pesticides, on the property. Between 1985 and the closure of the Chevron/Ortho Site in 
1990, the facility was used as a warehouse and distribution center.  

Remedial actions conducted at the Chevron/Ortho Site included excavation and off-site 
disposal of approximately 20,000 tons of pesticide-contaminated soil and groundwater 
treatment. According to a January 2012 Fact Sheet prepared by NJDEP, the analytical 
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results of samples collected from monitoring wells beyond the perimeter of the facility 
have not identified any significant pesticide contamination in the groundwater.  

Runoff from the facility has been documented to flow through a 15-acre wooded parcel 
of land known locally as the Abramson Property (Figure 1-4) and then through a culvert 
under Metuchen Road and the former Lehigh Valley Railroad corridor3. Runoff 
ultimately discharges to an unnamed tributary which flows through the Woodbrook Site 
and into Bound Brook. Elevated pesticide levels have been reported in the 
culvert/tributary sediments and floodplain soils.  

FORMER GULTON INDUSTRIES, INC./HYBRID PRINTHEAD SITE 

Hybrid Printhead (formerly known as Gulton Industries, Inc.) is located at 212 Durham 
Avenue in Metuchen, New Jersey (Figure 1-4), upstream of the OU4 Study Area on a 
tributary that discharges into Bound Brook.  Remedial activities at Hybrid Printhead are 
part of the NJDEP Site Remediation Program and have been on-going since the 1990s to 
address soil contaminated with petroleum compounds, metals (cadmium, lead, and 
nickel), and PCBs.  Hybrid Printhead is also working with NJDEP to remediate a 
DNAPL plume through excavation. Groundwater and surface water analyses have 
sporadically detected VOCs over the years at concentrations of 10 to 30 parts per billion.  
NJDEP suspects that these data suggest that a source still remains on the site.  

FORMER TINGLEY RUBBER SITE 

The former Tingley Rubber Site (approximately 27 acres) is located at 200 South Avenue 
in South Plainfield, New Jersey (Figure 1-4). Manufacturing at the Tingley Rubber 
facility ceased in August 2003.  The owner (Tingley LLC) has been working with NJDEP 
to close the Tingley Rubber Site and redevelop the property into senior housing.  

When operating, the facility used a bromine solution to acid wash manufactured rubber 
footwear.  An on-site treatment system comingled and treated three waste streams: 
(1) sanitary waste, (2) wastewater from bromine holding tanks, and (3) industrial 
wastewater from floor drains.  Treated wastewater was discharged to a tributary of 
Dismal Swamp (which ultimately flows into Bound Brook) under New Jersey Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NJPDES) permits.  Tingley Rubber has been working 
with NJDEP removing equipment and structures from previous operations, including 

3 Chevron/Ortho obtained title to the Abramson Property in 2008 from South Plainfield and in 2011 from Edison. 
NJDEP issued an Ecological No Further Action for the Abramson Property in 2004. Chevron/Ortho proposed to install 
a fence around the perimeter of the property to protect against potential human exposure, without requiring a large 
scale tree removal to excavate minimally contaminated soils (January 2012 Fact Sheet, NJDEP 2012). 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study 
 

 1-17 

 

                                                 
 



 
Section 1 

Introduction 
  

treatment lagoons, and completing a site investigation in areas of concern.  Potential 
contaminants identified by NJDEP include pesticides, PCB, arsenic, copper, and lead. 

1.6. Report Organization 
This report is organized into twelve sections.  A brief description of each section follows: 

Section 1.0, INTRODUCTION presents an overview of Site background information 
including a description and history of the Site and previous site investigation. 

Section 2.0, PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE presents information 
on Site characteristics such as surface features and topography, climate, site geology and 
hydrogeology, surface water, ecology, and demographic features. 

Section 3.0, SITE INVESTIGATION FINDINGS presents a summary of the nature 
and extent of contamination, contaminant fate and transport, a summary of human health 
and ecological risks, and the site conceptual model.   

Section 4.0, REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES discusses the ARARs associated 
with the Site, describes the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) selected to meet the 
RAOs, and identifies the RAOs.   

Section 5.0, METHODOLOGIES FOR SCREENING AND EVALUATING 
REMEDIAL ACTION TECHNOLOGIES presents an overview of the alternative 
identification, screening, and evaluation process used to select alternatives for more 
detailed evaluation.  The methodology for conducting more detailed evaluations of 
alternatives based on their overall protection of human health and the environment, 
compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness, reduction of toxicity, mobility, and 
volume, short-term effectiveness, implementability, and cost is discussed. 

Section 6.0, TECHNOLOGY IMPLEMENTABILITY SCREENING FOR SS, CD 
AND GW RAAs presents a review of remedial technologies and process options that 
may be used for each of the Remedial Action Areas (RAAs) identified in Section 3.  The 
technologies are screened for applicability in developing remedial alternatives for OU4. 

Section 7.0, SEDIMENT AND FLOODPLAIN SOILS (SS) presents the screening, 
development, conceptual design, and detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives for 
sediment and floodplain soils.  

Section 8.0, CAPACITOR DEBRIS (CD) presents the screening, development, 
conceptual design and detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives for capacitor debris. 

Section 9.0, GROUNDWATER DISCHARGE TO SURFACE WATER (GW) 
presents the screening, development, conceptual design and detailed evaluation of 
remedial alternatives for contaminated groundwater discharges to surface water.  
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Section 10.0, WATER LINE (WL) presents the identification and screening, 
development, conceptual design, and detailed evaluation of remedial alternatives for 
addressing the water line.  

Section 11.0, COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES presents a 
comparison between the different alternatives for each of the RAAs using the seven 
criteria identified in Section 5. 

Section 12.0, REFERENCES identifies reference documents used in preparing this FS 
report. 
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2. Physical Characteristics of the Site 

The following is a general description of the physical characteristics of the Site. 

2.1. Surface Features and Topography 
The topographic character of the broader OU4 region is generally low relief with frequent 
surface water features incised into unconsolidated glacial overburden. Standing in 
contrast are the Raritan Terminal Moraine, which lies 2,000 feet to the east of the former 
CDE facility, and the Watchung Mountains, which lie four miles to the northwest and rise 
nearly 500 feet above the plains. Each of these features acts as a surface water divide. 
Topography for the OU4 Study Area is shown in Figure 2-1. 

The OU2 remediation activities extensively altered the surface features and topography 
of the former CDE property. Buildings and vegetation were cleared and the soil 
excavated and treated.  Following soil treatment and on-site burial, the property was 
regraded sloping downward from the southwest to the northeast, and an asphalt cap was 
installed.  A stormwater collection system and detention basin was constructed to collect 
runoff prior to discharge to Bound Brook. 

2.2. Climate 
The OU4 Study Area has a humid continental climate typical of the Mid-Atlantic region 
of the United States characterized by significant variations between summer and winter 
temperatures.  The average annual temperature is approximately 53.9 degrees Fahrenheit. 
The average temperature differences between summer and winter are typically over 
40 degrees Fahrenheit.  

During the summer, warm tropical air masses move into New Jersey from the south and 
southwest. Many of these moist, hot air masses originate over the Gulf of Mexico and 
flow inland traveling over heated land masses increasing in temperature prior to reaching 
New Jersey. The average July temperature in the OU4 Study Area is 75.9 degrees 
Fahrenheit (based on monthly totals/average temperatures recoded between the years 
1980-2010 for Plainfield, New Jersey (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
[NOAA], undated).  The highest temperature ever recorded was 106 degrees Fahrenheit 
in 1936.  

In the wintertime the prevailing winds are from the northwest accompanied by cold air 
masses from the Great Lakes region and Canada. Outpourings of cold polar air flowing 
east, warmed slightly in their passage across the Midwest and eastern mountains, create 
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cold weather conditions between the months of November and March. In January, the 
coldest month of the year, the average temperature is 31.3 degrees Fahrenheit.  

Precipitation typically occurs in the OU4 Study Area evenly throughout the year. 
NOAA’s Point Precipitation Frequency Estimates for its station at Plainfield, New Jersey 
are the most representative of the OU4 Study Area and provide precipitation frequency 
and storm event severity estimates as summarized in Table 2-1 (NOAA, 2006). A storm 
with a 60 minute duration and average precipitation of 1.14 inches is predicted to occur 
annually, whereas a storm with a 60 minute duration producing 2.61 inches of 
precipitation is predicted to occur, on average, once every 50 years. The average annual 
precipitation is approximately 49 inches with an average snow fall of approximately 
27 inches. Frost penetration is generally between 3 and 4 feet. 

2.3. Geology 
The discussion of the regional geology presented in this section is based on published 
geologic data. The OU4-specific geology summarized below is based on geological data 
maintained by the NJDEP and the New Jersey Geological Survey.  

2.3.1. Regional (Surface and Bedrock) Geology 
The OU4 Study Area lies within the Piedmont Physiographic Province (Fenneman, 
1938). The Piedmont is characterized by a wide, rolling plain divided by a series of high 
ridges which developed from folded and faulted sedimentary rocks of Triassic and 
Jurassic age and igneous rocks of Jurassic age. The highest elevation in the province is 
Barren Ridge (914 feet above mean sea level [msl]) on the northern side of the Hunterdon 
Plateau, located northwest of the Site. Along the foot of the Highlands, the elevation of 
the Piedmont generally ranges from 300 to 400 feet msl. The province slopes from the 
foot of the Highlands toward its southeastern boundary with the Coastal Plain Province 
(Fenneman, 1938). 

Quaternary and pre-Quaternary glacial and glacial-fluvial deposits overlie bedrock across 
much of the northern portion of New Jersey. Based on regional surficial geologic 
mapping for the area, unconsolidated deposits include sandy, silty clay to clayey, silty 
sand containing some shale, mudstone, and sandstone fragments. These deposits are 
associated with recent alluvial and wetland (swamp and marsh) deposition, and earlier 
glaciofluvial plain deposits. Extensive eolian (wind-driven) deposits are present to the 
south of the OU4 Study Area, derived from the earlier glaciofluvial plain deposits to the 
north and east of the Study Area. Surficial deposits are generally identified as regolith 
derived from the weathering of shale, mudstone, and sandstone. The unconsolidated 
deposits can range up to 30 feet thick regionally but are generally less than 10 feet thick 
(FWENC, 2002) in the vicinity of the former CDE facility. 
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The OU4 Study Area is located within the Newark Basin, which is a tectonic rift basin 
that covers roughly 7,500 square kilometers extending from southern New York through 
New Jersey and into southeastern Pennsylvania. The basin is filled with Triassic- to 
Jurassic-aged sedimentary and igneous rocks that are tilted, faulted, and locally folded. 
Most of the tectonic deformation occurred during the Late Triassic to Middle Jurassic. 
The Newark Basin is believed to have evolved from a series of smaller, isolated sub-
basins occurring along several normal faults early in the Late Triassic (Schlische, 1992). 
As continental extension continued, the basin grew in width and length and was filled 
with sedimentary deposits derived from the erosion of the Stockton Formation. The 
Stockton Formation sandstones and conglomerates transition into argillite, mudstone, 
shale, and siltstone derived from lakebed and mudflat deposits of the Lockatong and 
Passaic Formations.  

The Passaic Formation (historically known as the Brunswick Formation) occupies an 
upper unit of the Newark super-group rocks in the Triassic-Jurassic Newark Basin 
(Herman, 2001). The bedrock associated with this formation is derived from thousands of 
feet of sediment that filled the Newark Basin over a period of about 45 million years. The 
Passaic Formation is the thickest and most extensive unit in the Newark Basin. The 
Passaic Formation in the northern half of the State has been folded, faulted, and fractured 
during multiple tectonic events spanning hundreds of millions of years. This has 
contributed to the highly fractured nature of the bedrock in this area. This formation 
consists of mostly red mudstone, siltstone, and shale derived from lacustrine sediments, 
with minor fluvial sandstone (Michalski and Britton, 1997). The reddish color originates 
from the inclusion of hematite-rich sediments, which comprise approximately 5 to 
10 percent of the unit. As shown on Figures 2-2 and 2-3, the former CDE facility is 
located south of the contact between the Passaic Formation mudstone unit and a thinly 
bedded siltstone/shale unit (Herman, 2001). 

The Passaic Formation generally dips at about 5 to 15 degrees to the northwest. At an 
exposure in the Rahway area (northeast of the facility), the Passaic Formation strikes 
50 degrees northeast and dips 9 to 12 degrees to the northwest (FWENC, 2002). The 
predominant system of fractures at that location strikes about 45 degrees northeast and is 
mostly vertical. A second, less prominent system strikes 75 degrees northwest and is also 
nearly vertical (FWENC, 2002). 

Three basaltic intrusions occurred during the Lower Jurassic (Herman, 2001): the Orange 
Mountain Basalt (also known as the First Watchung), the Preakness Basalt (also known 
as the Second Watchung), and the Hook Mountain Basalt (also known as the Third 
Watchung). These units occur to the north of the OU4 Study Area. 
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2.3.2. OU4 Study Area Geology 
The surficial geology of the OU4 Study Area is composed primarily of alluvial and 
glaciofluvial deposits (see Figure 2-2).  Downstream of New Market Pond, the stream 
bed is composed of mainly coarse-grained sediments.  Weathered shale, mudstone, and 
sandstone border a band of alluvium material at RM3.5. Outcrops of the Passaic 
Formation are visible in the field along the banks of Bound Brook downstream of New 
Market Pond and near RM3.  Glaciofluvial deposits lie to the north of this alluvium 
material.  The band of alluvium deposits extends through RM5 with the stream beds 
consisting of fine-grained sediments accumulating behind the New Market Pond dam. 
Eolian material appears at RM3.6 and continues through RM5.  

By RM6, the alluvial deposit narrows and is pinched out by glaciofluvial material and 
weathered shale, mudstone and sandstone.  Outcrops of the Passaic Formation are visible 
in the field along the banks of Bound Brook near the former CDE facility with the stream 
bed consisting of weathered, fractured bedrock.  These formations dominate until RM6.2 
where a thin band of swamp and marsh deposits appears.  

Wetlands consisting of phragmites and seeps were observed in the field along the banks 
of Bound Brook upstream of the former CDE facility.  This deposit is bordered to the 
north by glaciofluvial material and to the south by weathered shale, mudstone, and 
sandstone.  The swamp and marsh deposits begin to expand at RM7.2, ultimately filling 
in the southern part of the OU4 Study Area by RM7.5 and thinning the zone of 
glaciofluvial material to the north.  At RM7.4 the OU4 Study Area narrows to include 
only Bound Brook and remains confined to the brook channel until the eastern end of the 
Study Area at the Talmadge Road Bridge.  This stretch of Bound Brook flows through 
swamp and marsh deposits.  

Along Cedar Brook, the area is mostly composed of alluvium deposits bordered to the 
east and west by glaciofluvial material.  No surficial geology information is available for 
the Spring Lake portion of Cedar Brook, most likely because Spring Lake is a manmade 
feature.  

2.4. Hydrogeology 
This section provides a summary of the regional and site-specific hydrogeology as it 
pertains to Bound Brook. The discussion of the regional hydrogeology presented in this 
section is based on available public information on regional aquifers in the vicinity of the 
Site.  Hydrogeologic information related to Bound Brook was drawn from the OU3 RI 
report (Louis Berger, 2012).  
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2.4.1. Regional Hydrogeology 
The Passaic Formation generally forms a leaky, multi-aquifer system that is hundreds of 
feet thick.  Groundwater movement is primarily through bedding plane fractures and 
steeply dipping interconnected fractures and dissolution channels (secondary 
permeability).  Because of compaction and cementation of the formation (primary 
permeability), very limited amounts of groundwater flows through the interstitial pore 
spaces between silt or sand particles.  Differences in permeability between layers 
resulting from variations in fracturing and weathering may account for many water 
bearing units. 

According to Michalski and others, water-bearing units are generally restricted to 
bedding planes, intensively fractured seams, and near vertical fractures and joints that are 
sub-parallel to the strike of the formation (Michalski, 1990, Michalski and Klepp, 1990, 
Michalski and Britton, 1997). Michalski and Britton (1997) contend that this is typically 
true because potential groundwater movement in the down dip direction is either impeded 
by a reduction in bedding plane apertures at greater depths or groundwater movement 
along the strike is favored over a longer down dip movement path and subsequent up dip 
movement near a discharge zone. However, groundwater could move in the down dip 
direction through a fracture network and/or along bedding planes if groundwater 
movement is affected by pumping wells in the area. 

Groundwater in the Passaic Formation is often unconfined in the shallower, more 
weathered part of the aquifer; however, silt and clay derived from the weathering process 
typically fill fractures reducing permeability. This relatively low permeability surface 
zone reportedly extends 50 to 60 feet bgs (Michalski, 1990). Groundwater in the deeper 
portion of the Passaic Formation is generally confined as the lack of vertical fractures can 
create a confining effect with depth. Recharge is by leakage through fractures in the 
confining units. The transmissivity of mudstone and siltstone units can range from 400 to 
14,500 gallons per day per foot (Herman, 2001). Local and regional groundwater 
discharge boundaries include surface water bodies like Bound Brook. However, 
municipal pumping centers (water wells) account for most of the regional groundwater 
discharge. 

The Passaic Formation contains an aquifer that is used as a source of potable water for 
some of the communities surrounding the former CDE facility (Figure 2-3).  Numerous 
private, industrial, and municipal wells tap the formation, with reported pumping rates 
that range from a few to several hundred gallons per minute (gpm).  Current groundwater 
extraction influences regional and local groundwater movement and the variable 
historical configuration and pumping of municipal extraction wells exerted a dominant 
influence on historical groundwater movement at the former CDE facility. 
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2.4.2. Site-Specific Hydrogeology 
The bedrock aquifer investigated as part of the OU3 RI was separated into three 
hydrogeologic units, or water-bearing zones, identified as the “shallow,” “intermediate,” 
and “deep” zones. These zones refer to groundwater depths of up to 120 feet bgs, 120 to 
160 feet bgs, and 200 to 240 feet bgs, respectively. The zone designations are based on 
the location of monitoring points (ports and screened intervals) used in the creation of 
potentiometric surface and chemical distribution maps.  The zones are hydraulically 
connected but do not necessarily coincide with locations where most of the fractures 
occur. The potentiometric surface data and chemical concentrations of samples from 
these ports were used in the overall interpretation of groundwater flow and VOC 
distribution at and downgradient of the former CDE facility. 

The shallow water bearing zone is unconfined and extends from the water table to a depth 
of approximately 120 feet bgs (bedrock). The water table fluctuates between the 
unconsolidated deposits (due to seasonally high recharge) and the bedrock (due to 
seasonally low recharge and the effects of nearby pumping). Therefore, the groundwater 
encountered in the unconsolidated deposits is interpreted as part of the shallow 
unconfined bedrock aquifer. Groundwater in the upper few feet of this water-bearing 
zone is hydraulically connected to surface water bodies including Bound Brook, Cedar 
Brook, and Spring Lake.  Groundwater to a depth of 120 feet bgs has the potential to be 
hydraulically connected (discharging) to Bound Brook near the former CDE facility. 
Groundwater in water-bearing zones below 120 feet bgs is not hydraulically connected to 
surface water bodies.  Even though the aquifer is highly fractured, there is some bedrock 
structure that produces localized anisotropic conditions.  The portion of the groundwater 
that cannot discharge to Bound Brook, due to the lack of vertical fractures, and the 
remaining portion of the groundwater from the water- bearing zones migrate to the north-
northeast until eventually reaching a downgradient receptor such as a municipal well.  

Water level measurements collected during the OU3 investigation indicated that the 
potentiometric surface is generally affected by localized discharge to Bound Brook, 
Cedar Brook, and Spring Lake. Groundwater to a depth of 120 feet bgs moves north and 
east from the former CDE facility toward Bound Brook, and northwesterly toward the 
low-lying area at the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook. To the northeast of 
the former CDE facility, immediately across Bound Brook, groundwater flow is generally 
toward the west to a depth of 120 feet bgs with groundwater discharging to Bound Brook, 
Cedar Brook, and Spring Lake. 

Groundwater elevations measured between 120 and 160 feet bgs and between 200 and 
240 feet bgs indicate that the generalized direction of groundwater movement is to the 
north with the gradient generally trending northwest near the former CDE facility before 
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turning to the north-northeast as a result of the influence of local pumping centers. There 
is no groundwater-surface water interaction exhibited in these deeper intervals.  

2.5. Surface Water 
2.5.1. General 
Bound Brook is a major tributary of Green Brook (a tributary of the Raritan River) in 
Middlesex County, New Jersey and is classified as freshwater, non-tidal. The Bound 
Brook headwaters are located in Edison Township, New Jersey; from there, the brook 
flows westerly through South Plainfield Borough into Piscataway Township where the 
water is dammed to form New Market Pond. Several other small man-made dams are 
located within the OU4 Study Area.  

Bound Brook and its tributaries are surrounded by floodplains extending 500 to over 
1,500 feet from the streambed (Figure 2-4).  Numerous wetlands (Figure 2-5) are present 
in the floodplains and surrounding area.  Bound Brook has a history of flooding which 
has resulted in a number of flood control programs being implemented in the area.  These 
flood control programs are relatively recent and their impact on stream flow is still 
unknown.   

New Market Pond is located between RM3.4 and RM4.1 and covers approximately 
17.6 acres.  A man-made impoundment formed by constructed dams and spillways, New 
Market Pond controls the flow of water downstream of the former CDE facility.  
Between 1985 and 1986, New Market Pond and the inlet to the pond on Bound Brook 
were dredged by Piscataway Township.  The project was designed to increase the water 
depth to 3 feet on the eastern side of the pond transitioning to 6 feet on the western end of 
the pond by the dam.  One foot over-dredging was to be allowed and the side-slopes were 
designed to be no flatter than 1 horizontal to 4 vertical (Piscataway Township, 1984). No 
post-dredging bathymetric survey is available to confirm that these dredging design 
depths were achieved or the extent of over-dredging. A bathymetric survey was 
performed during the OU4 RI in 2010 to measure the current water depth in the pond 
(Figure 2-6).  Since no post-dredging bathymetric survey is available (and the volume of 
material dredged was not documented by Piscataway Township), the amount of siltation 
that has occurred in the pond from 1986 to 2010 cannot be estimated.  However, the 1986 
dredging footprint is still evident in the pond with water depths on the eastern side of the 
pond (between the eastern gazebo and Washington Avenue Bridge) ranging from 2 to 
4 feet, and water depths on the western side of the pond (between the bridge and New 
Market Pond dam) ranging from 2 to 7 feet, with a large section of the western side of the 
pond having water depths greater than 5 feet.  The relatively deep water (6 to 7 feet) near 
the Washington Avenue Bridge is likely associated with recent erosion around the bridge 
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supports and not directly related to the historical dredging.  A preferential flow pattern is 
evident between the bridge and the dam and to some extent this preferential flow is 
observed east of the bridge in a sinusoidal pattern of 4-foot water depths observed in the 
bathymetric survey results. 

Two unnamed tributaries flow into Bound Brook between the former CDE facility and 
New Market Pond: one near New Brunswick Avenue (RM4.7) and one near Elsie 
Avenue (RM5.5).  A third tributary to Bound Brook is Cedar Brook with its confluence 
with Bound Brook downstream of the former CDE facility at RM5.8. Cedar Brook is the 
largest of the Bound Brook tributaries and drains approximately 6.5 square miles.  A 
number of small groundwater seeps also discharge into Bound Brook within the limits of 
the OU4 Study Area. 

Approximately one half mile upstream from the Cedar Brook/Bound Brook confluence is 
Spring Lake, a constructed impoundment that is surrounded by Spring Lake Park.  The 
lake originally served as a mill pond, dating to the nineteenth century.  Accumulating silt 
deposits, compounded by drought and groundwater wells installed by the Middlesex 
Water Company, caused the pond to begin to dry up in the 1950s.  In the 1970s, plans to 
rehabilitate the lake were developed.  Design of the current lake (covering approximately 
6.5 acres) and surrounding parkland began in 1983 with construction starting in 1985. 
The design depth was 5 feet from the top of the bulkhead (CME Associates, 1985); no 
information on current water depths is available according to the Middlesex County 
Office of the County Engineer. 

2.5.2. Surface Water Quality 

 Sampling Data 2.5.2.1.

In preparing the BHHRA/ERA, historical OU4 surface water data from USEPA’s 
Ecological Evaluation (USEPA, 1999), USEPA ERT sampling conducted in 2007 and 
2008, and the Woodbrook Site RI (TRC, 2007a, TRC 2007b) were reviewed.  Ultimately, 
only surface water data collected during the OU4 RI field program were used in 
evaluating the potential adverse human and ecological health effects related to surface 
water.  These data represent the most recent samples and span the entire OU4 Study 
Area.  

Surface water samples were collected as part of the OU4 RI during September 2011 and 
July through August 2012.  In September 2011, surface water samples were collected in 
Bound Brook (between the confluence with Green Brook to just downstream of the 
Woodbrook Site) and Green Brook (downstream of the confluence with Bound Brook). 
The furthest upstream surface water sample, collected at the Talmadge Road Bridge, was 
used as an upstream background sample.  

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 2-8 

 



 
Section 2 

Physical Characteristics of the Site  
 
Water samples were also collected from groundwater seeps in Green Brook upstream of 
the confluence with Bound Brook and from tributaries to Bound Brook.  These samples 
were collected for site modeling and were not included in the surface water data set, 
which was limited to samples from recognized water bodies. The locations of surface 
water and seep samples collected during the OU4 RI are shown on Figure 2-7. 

In summer 2012, a pore water sampling program was completed as part of the OU4 RI to 
investigate the potential for shallow groundwater discharge to Bound Brook sediments 
and surface water and, if possible, to determine potential discharge points.  Pore water 
and surface water samples were collected using passive sampling devices deployed in 
Bound Brook sediments adjacent to, upstream of, and downstream from the former CDE 
facility (see Figures 2-7 and Section 3.7).  

 Reference Areas 2.5.2.2.

Ambrose Brook and Lake Nelson were selected as reference areas for the ERA.  Similar 
to Bound Brook, Ambrose Brook is a moderate-sized perennial stream with a shallow 
gradient, classified as FW2-NT (freshwater 2, non-trout). Ambrose Brook flows 
approximately 9 miles from its headwaters into an area of mixed residential and 
commercial/industrial development before entering Green Brook.  The Ambrose Brook 
sub-watershed drains approximately 14 square miles of predominantly residential and 
commercial/industrial development.   

The Ambrose Brook stream channel varies in depth and width.  Upstream of Lake 
Nelson, the water depth is less than 6 inches with a channel width of 12 feet. Available 
stream flow data collected between March and October 2010 upstream of Lake Nelson 
indicate flows ranging from 2 to 42 cubic feet per second (cfs), with an average flow of 
12 cfs. The average stream gradient is about 9 feet per mile (0.0017 feet/feet). 

Ambrose Brook is impounded to form Lake Nelson (a privately-owned lake maintained 
by the Lake Nelson Improvement Association), approximately 2¼ miles downstream of 
its headwaters. Lake Nelson is rectangular in shape and covers approximately 15 acres. 
The average depth is 3 feet ranging up to 8 feet at its deepest point.   

2.6. Ecology 
2.6.1. Wetlands 
The OU4 Study Area lies within a section of Middlesex County that can be characterized 
as urban with mixed commercial, residential, and recreational uses along the entire 
corridor. According to NJDEP mapping for the region (Figure 2-5), the following 
wetland types are present in the OU4 Study Area:  

 Disturbed Wetlands 
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 Scrub/Shrub Wetlands 

 Forested Wetlands 

 Herbaceous Wetlands 

 Managed Wetlands 

 Phragmites-Dominated Interior Wetlands 

The wetland portions of the OU4 Study Area west of New Market Pond are dominated by 
forested wetlands with small areas of scrub/shrub, herbaceous, or managed wetlands.  
East of New Market Pond, the wetlands consist mainly of forested wetlands but 
scrub/shrub, herbaceous, managed, and disturbed wetlands appear more frequently.  
These other types of wetland dominate between RM5.3 and RM6.0, near the former CDE 
facility, and along Cedar Brook.  Upstream of RM7, wetlands are roughly evenly divided 
between forested wetlands and a combination of managed, scrub/shrub, and herbaceous 
wetlands.  

During the soil remediation activities for OU2, approximately 1.8 acres of wetlands and 
transitional areas were removed to accommodate construction of an asphalt cap as part of 
the OU2 remedy (see Figure 2-8).  The loss of these wetlands was not mitigated as part of 
the OU2 work but it is expected to be included in wetland mitigation work conducted as 
part of the OU4 remediation activities.    

2.6.2. Potential Ecological Habitat and Endangered Species 

 Aquatic Habitat 2.6.2.1.

Historical information indicates that the substrate in Bound Brook provided less than 
20 percent stable epifaunal habitat suitable for colonization at about RM7.4 and 
40 percent to 70 percent stable epifaunal habitat suitable for colonization at about RM0.4. 
During site investigation activities, few small riffles were observed along RM3.0 to 
RM3.4 and RM5.3 to RM5.5.  Submerged aquatic vegetation (e.g., spatterdock [Nuphar 
advena]) was observed at the eastern end of New Market Pond and in a few locations 
along Bound Brook, including at the confluence with Green Brook.  New Market Pond, 
like many of the shallow lakes in the Green Brook basin, is in advanced stages of 
eutrophication. There are five aerators on New Market Pond which generally run between 
May and October.  

 Terrestrial Habitat 2.6.2.2.

Forested areas adjacent to Bound Brook are vegetated with red maple (Acer rubrum), 
silver maple (Acer saccharinum), green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica), arrowwood 
(Viburnum dentatum), and various oak (Quercus) species. The fields are dominated by 
tall grasses and brambles (Rosa spp. and Rubus spp).  
 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 2-10 

 



 
Section 2 

Physical Characteristics of the Site  
 

 Threatened and Endangered Species 2.6.2.3.

A review of the Natural Heritage Database and Landscape Project (Version 3.1) was 
conducted by the New Jersey Natural Heritage Program in September 2012 and the 
following threatened, endangered, and special concern species were identified as 
occurring within or in the vicinity (one quarter mile) of the OU4 Study Area: 

 Redbud (Cercis canadensis). 

 Low spearwort (Ranunculus pusillus var. pusillus). 

 Seven birds species: State threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), state 
endangered northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) and loggerhead shrike (Lanius 
ludovicianus), and state special concern (breeding status) species including:  
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), snowy egret 
(Egretta thula), and wood thrush (Hylocichla sp). 

 One insect species: Coastal bog metarranthis (Metarranthis pilosaria). 

An environmental assessment was conducted as part of the Green Brook Flood Control 
Project (USACE, 1997). As part of this assessment, the USACE coordinated with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to conduct an Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalis) survey along a section of Middle Brook adjacent to the Raritan River.  Although 
the survey was not within the OU4 Study Area, it provides a regional context for bat 
presence and habitat. The area studied is developed in a manner similar to the OU4 Study 
Area with patches of forested wetlands.  Mature tree species suitable for roosting sites 
were found and 29 individual bats were captured during the survey.  Species captured 
included big brown bat (Eptesieus fuscus), little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), and eastern 
red bat (Lasurus borealis).  No Indiana bats were captured.  The USFWS indicates in 
their online Indiana bat species profile (USFWS, 2012) that Indiana bats are known or 
believed to occur in NJ only in Morris, Sommerset, Sussex, and Union counties. 

2.7. Land Use  
Land use in the OU4 Study Area is predominantly wetland and urban development with 
pockets of forest and/or agricultural use (see Figure 2-9).  Section 1.3 provides a 
description of prominent site features within the OU4 Study Area and Figure 1-4 
provides a map of site features and industrial complexes in the OU4 Study Area. The 
floodplains of Green Brook are characterized as a combination of residential and public 
land which is similar to Bound Brook near the confluence with Green Brook. 
Mountainview Park borders the north bank of Bound Brook from RM0 to RM0.4 while 
the south bank of Bound Brook is characterized as residential.  Between Mountainview 
Park and New Market Pond, the brook flows through a residential neighborhood 
surrounded by forested lands. 
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New Market Pond is bounded by parklands for recreational use on all sides except the 
north bank which is bounded by a railroad track. Upstream of New Market Pond, land 
use consists primarily of light industrial, cemeteries, and wetland areas. The confluence 
of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook occurs in a wetland area which is locally known as 
Veterans Memorial Park. 

Land use surrounding the brook in the vicinity of the former CDE facility is light 
industrial but transitions to residential upstream of the Belmont Avenue Bridge. Several 
ball fields and recreational areas (Memorial Park) border Bound Brook along Kenneth 
Avenue.  In general, the brook upstream of the former CDE facility is surrounded by 
forested lands, residential neighborhoods, and former and active industrial complexes. 

The former CDE facility is currently zoned for commercial/industrial use. Land uses 
surrounding the former CDE facility are a typical urban mix of commercial/light 
industrial/residential.  The area within 1.5 miles of the former CDE facility contains eight 
schools and five parks.  Two elementary schools are located approximately 2,000 feet 
from the former CDE facility (one to the north and the other to the south). 

2.8. Demography 
Information on local demographic patterns is provided in Chapter 4 of the OU 4 RI. 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 2-12 

 



3. Site Investigation Findings 

3.1. OU4 Remedial Investigation Approach 
The purpose of the RI was to investigate conditions in the sediment, soil, surface water, 
and pore water within the Bound Brook (OU4) Study Area.  During the RI, data were 
collected to define the nature and extent of soil and sediment contamination; to assess 
chemical mobility and identify migration pathways (including contaminated groundwater 
discharge areas); and to assess human health and ecological risks associated with 
contaminated solid and aqueous media.  The information gathered during the RI process 
was used to develop a conceptual site model ([CSM]; refer to Section 3.10 and Chapter 8 
of the OU4 RI) to assist in understanding conditions at the site and the remediation 
process. 

The RI field program was conducted by Louis Berger between October 2010 and May 
2013.  The Final RI was submitted to USEPA/USACE in 2014 (Louis Berger, 2014a).  
The Risk Assessment (RA), consisting of the ERA and BHHRA, was prepared based on 
the information generated in the RI.  The final RA was submitted to USEPA/USACE in 
2014 (Louis Berger, 2014b). 

This FS summarizes and references information contained in the RI and the RA but does 
not attempt to duplicate the data or the analyses in their entirety.  For additional 
information on conditions in OU4, the OU4 RI and OU4 RA should be reviewed. 

3.2. Contaminants of Potential Concern 
Based on the CSM, a list of OU4 COPCs and constituents of potential ecological concern 
(COPECs) was developed which included the following classes of compounds: 

 Chlorinated ethenes (primarily tetrachloroethene [PCE], TCE, cis-1,2-
dichloroethene, trans-1,2-dichloroethene [DCE], and vinyl chloride [VC]). 

 Other VOCs including chlorinated ethanes and benzene compounds. 

 SVOCs including bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and certain polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs). 

 Pesticides. 

 PCB compounds. 

 Polychlorodibenzodioxin/furan (PCDD/F) compounds. 

 Inorganic metals including lead, antimony, and manganese.  

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
 Final Feasibility Study  

   
 

 3-1 

 



 
Section 3 

Site Investigation Findings  
 
These COPCs/COPECs were used in the RI as the basis for selecting analytes for samples 
collected during the field investigations. 

3.3. Sediment Transport Modeling 
The hydraulic and sediment impact modeling analyses (Appendix A) were developed as a 
tool for the OU4 FS to assist in evaluating the effectiveness of potential remediation 
scenarios in reducing ecological and human health risks that are posed by contaminated 
sediments in Bound Brook.  The model incorporated the Bound Brook watershed from 
immediately downstream of the Belmont Avenue Bridge (RM6.8) to its confluence with 
Green Brook (RM0).  The Green Brook watershed was included in the model to calibrate 
the Bound Brook flows because the only long-term monitoring flow gauge is the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) gauge, Gauge ID: 01403900), which is located 
immediately downstream of the confluence of Bound Brook and Green Brook.  The 
modeling framework consisted of the following: 

 A watershed model developed using the hydrologic model Soil Water Assessment 
Tool (SWAT) to provide runoff and sediment input into the in-stream hydraulics and 
sediment analyses model. 

 A one-dimensional in-stream hydraulic and sediment impact analysis model using 
the Hydrologic Engineering Center-River Analysis System (HEC-RAS). 

 A sediment assessment model, constructed within HEC-RAS, using the Sediment 
Impact Assessment Model (SIAM) feature. 

Stream flows in Bound Brook were successfully calibrated and validated in the SWAT 
watershed model using the USGS stream data.  A sediment load rating curve was also 
developed using measured suspended solids data collected at the USGS gauge.  The 
sediment yield derived from this rating curve was consistent with the sediment yield 
simulated by SWAT.  The sub-watershed delivery of flow and sediments was used as 
input into the HEC-RAS and SIAM.  

The HEC-RAS was used to calculate hydraulic conditions in the brook, including water 
surface elevation, flow depth, and velocity for a range of flows provided by the SWAT 
model.  Channel geometry was based on a combination of elevation surveys and USGS 
National Elevation Dataset digital elevation models. Significant structures such as 
bridges, dams, and culverts were incorporated into the channel geometry of the model.  
Roughness was used as a calibrating parameter; the roughness coefficient was varied 
within ranges based on field observations of debris, vegetation, channel irregularities, 
degree of meander, obstructions, and size and shape of the channel.  A comparison of 
simulated water surface elevations at several points along Bound Brook showed a general 
consistency with elevations measured during the field program.  
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The SIAM feature in HEC-RAS was used to evaluate potential changes in sedimentation 
patterns that could occur due to four potential remediation and restoration scenarios 
discussed as part of the FS including: 

 Scenario 1 - Base case or existing conditions. 

 Scenario 2 - Assessment of the impact of a new dam constructed at RM6.2. 

 Scenario 3 - Assessment of the impact of removing the twin culverts at RM6.6. 

 Scenario 4 - Assessment of the impact of removing the manmade dam at RM6.0. 

Although SIAM is not a sediment transport model, it was used to compare the annual 
sediment transport capacity of a stream “reach” (i.e., a section of the brook) to the 
corresponding sediment supply and provided an indication of whether aggradation (i.e., 
deposition), degradation (i.e., erosion), or equilibrium would potentially occur for each of 
the remedial scenarios analyzed.  

Under existing conditions, the model produced reliable results with degradation of 
sediment occurring adjacent to the former CDE facility; with aggradation occurring 
above the New Market Pond dam; and with degradation occurring below the dam, which 
is consistent with field observations. For the three remedial scenarios evaluated by the 
model, construction of a new dam at RM6.2 was simulated to produce a back-up of water 
above this point.  The model suggests that sediment aggradation would occur due to the 
construction of a new dam, although the stretches of Bound Brook below RM6.2 would 
remain unchanged from existing conditions.  The model showed only slight changes in 
aggradation/degradation of sediment as a result of removing either the twin culverts at 
RM6.6 or the manmade dam at RM6.0.  

If necessary to refine this analysis, it is recommended that a sensitivity analyses be 
conducted to understand the uncertainties in the SIAM model results and the significance 
of some of the parameters used in SIAM (such as wash load, sediment bed gradation, and 
the specification of sediment reaches). 

3.4. Sediment and Floodplain Soils 
3.4.1. Sediment 

 Physical Characteristics  3.4.1.1.

Due to their hydrophobic nature, some organic contaminants and heavy metals 
preferentially sorb onto and into the organic matter associated with fine-grained 
materials. Sediment beds containing fine-grained material such as fine sands, silts, and 
clays tend to have a higher contaminant level relative to beds containing coarse-grained 
material (characterized by less surface area and a lower organic matter content). 
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Consequently, fine-grained sediment deposits can be used as a surrogate to supplement 
chemical data defining the nature and extent of contamination.  

Fine-grained sediment tends to form deposits in quiescent environments where slower 
flows and lower shear stresses allow fine-grained solids to settle out of the water column 
and create net-depositional areas.  The New Market Pond dam (RM3.4), the dam 
downstream of the former CDE facility (RM6.0), and the twin culverts (RM6.6) are 
examples of man-made barriers that have impacted flows and caused the formation of 
net-depositional areas.  

To assess the depth of sediment deposits along the length of Bound Brook, a sediment 
probing program was conducted in the brook in November and December 2010, and in 
New Market Pond in March 2011. Sediment depths were measured along transects 
spaced approximately 100 feet apart (approximately 150 feet apart in New Market Pond) 
between RM0 and RM6.9.  Sediment depths in Bound Brook ranged from 0 to 6.5 feet 
between RM0 and RM6.9.  In New Market Pond, sediment depths ranged from less than 
1 foot to more than 7 feet (see Table 5-1 in the OU4 RI).  

The surface sediment textures and depth of unconsolidated material in Bound Brook are 
shown on Figure 3-2 from RM0 to RM6.9.  The sediment probing data indicate that the 
majority of the fine-grained sediment deposits present in the Study Area is between the 
New Market Pond dam and the former CDE facility.  In general, coarse-grained sediment 
deposits were present with fewer debris fields downstream of the New Market Pond dam 
due to faster flows downstream of the dam.  Two pockets of fine-grained materials were 
identified downstream of the dam at RM2.48 and RM3.03; these deposits are located in 
curves in the brook which created low flow conditions allowing solids to settle out of 
suspension. 

The probing program results indicated the following: 

 Different sediment textures can be present on either bank of the brook resulting in a 
heterogeneous sediment bed. 

 The bed of the brook consists of weathered, fractured bedrock in several areas.  Only 
the exposed bedrock could be visually identified and confidently classified as 
weathered, fractured bedrock.  On Figure 3-2, the “hard bottom” symbol is used as a 
generic description that covers all types of hard material that the probe rod could not 
penetrate (e.g., bedrock, cinderblocks, rip-rap, rocks, or other hard debris). 

 Thicker, unconsolidated sediment deposits consisting of mainly coarse-grained 
material are located downstream of the New Market Pond dam. 

 Discontinuous deposits of thick sediment are located adjacent to thinner sediment 
deposits forming “pockets” of thick unconsolidated material. 
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 Surface sediment texture (as interpreted by side scan sonar imagery) suggests that 

the New Market Pond sediments consist of fine-grained material, mainly silts and 
sands, with rocks and gravel present at the shoreline. The imagery cannot 
differentiate between the sandy silts, silty sands, or silty clays that were observed in 
the confirmatory sediment samples collected during probing; however, the sediment 
textures detected via probing are consistent with the mapping of a fine-grained 
sediment texture throughout most of the pond. 

 Unconsolidated sediment in New Market Pond averaged 3.5 feet in thickness across 
the pond with shallower deposits located on the west side of the Washington Avenue 
Bridge (approximately 2 to 3 feet thick) and thicker deposits on the east side of the 
bridge (approximately 3 to 6 feet thick). 

 Evidence of the effects of the silt trap constructed by Piscataway Township (1985-
1986) was observed between RM4.3 and RM4.4 with the probe rod penetrating more 
than 4 feet through fine-grained material (Piscataway Township, 1984). 

Sediment core samples were collected and analyzed for geotechnical parameters such as 
grain size to confirm probing results.  

 Chemical Characteristics 3.4.1.2.

During the OU4 RI, sediment samples (grab and cores) were collected in Bound Brook 
and Green Brook and analyzed to develop contaminant profiles.  Sample collection 
locations are shown in Figure 3-3.  PCB Aroclor analytical results for cores are tabulated 
in Appendix B. 

The sediment cores (identified on Figure 3-3 as BB-T001x, BB-T002x, etc.) were 
collected along the sediment probing transects, spaced at approximately half-mile 
intervals downstream of New Market Pond and at quarter-mile intervals upstream of New 
Market Pond with multiple transects adjacent to the former CDE facility. Two sediment 
cores were collected at each transect; where the brook width was greater than 40 feet a 
third core was collected.  Cores were also collected in the two pockets of fine-grained 
material identified downstream of New Market Pond (one sediment core each at RM2.48 
and RM3.03).  A total of 84 cores were collected along with four surface sediment grab 
samples.  Sediment grab samples were collected at four locations in shallow sediment 
deposits in the brook, to supplement the sediment core data.    

The cores were processed and subsamples collected for analysis based on the stratigraphy 
of the core.  To account for stratigraphic changes encountered in Bound Brook and Green 
Brook, sampling intervals were adjusted during core processing so that each interval 
represented one sediment texture with no intervals exceeding 30 centimeters ([cm], 
approximately 1 foot). Based on this approach, the core tops (i.e., surface sediment 
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samples) had an average thickness of 17 cm (approximately 7 inches), with thicknesses 
ranging from 5 to 30 cm (2 to 12 inches) below the sediment-water interface.  

Contaminant profiles based on the sediment sampling data are presented in Figures 3-4a 
through 3-4k.  The "A"-core (refers to last character in core designation) represents the 
south bank, the "B"-core represents the north bank (looking upstream)4. Cores collected 
on tributaries are labeled “TRB”. Cores collected in New Market Pond are labeled 
“NMP”5.  The sampling depth in the sediment core is measured from the sediment-water 
interface. The contaminant concentration vs. depth profiles show the nature and extent of 
sediment contamination in Bound Brook and Green Brook: 

 Aroclor 12546 (Figure 3-4a):  Aroclor 1254 was the most common form of PCB 
released from the former CDE facility and was used assessing the spread of PCB in 
Bound Brook and Green Brook.  Aroclor 1254 concentrations decline moving 
downstream from the former CDE facility. Concentrations of Aroclor 1254 ranged 
from non-detect to 150 mg/kg with the highest concentrations located adjacent to the 
former CDE facility and the lowest concentrations upstream of the former CDE 
facility and downstream of New Market Pond. Aroclor 1254 concentrations above 1 
mg/kg are present in the area between the New Market Pond dam (RM3.4) and the 
former CDE facility (~RM6.4) and in two isolated pockets downstream of New 
Market Pond. In general, the highest concentrations were measured at the top of the 
core.  Burial of contaminants via deposition of relatively “cleaner,” more recent 
solids was not observed. Aroclor 1254 concentrations adjacent to the former CDE 
facility have remained relatively constant from 1997 to 2011, with little evidence of 
natural recovery and typical concentrations exceeding 10 mg/kg.   

4 Along two low resolution sediment coring transects (one on Green Brook and one on Bound Brook), the brook width 
was greater than 40 feet, and a third core, subsequently labeled "C", was collected to characterize the sediment bed. For 
transect BB-T231 in Bound Brook, the three cores (A, B, and C) were equally spaced across the transect with the B-
core in the middle of the channel, A-core on the right bank looking upstream, and the C-core on the left bank looking 
upstream. For the transect GB-GREEN in Green Brook, the A-core and B-core were collected per the Field 
Modification (with the cores equally spaced across the brook). However, field crew observed that the stream bed was 
heterogeneous and the stream width was greater than 40 feet; the C-core was subsequently collected from the middle of 
the channel to characterize this sampling transect. 
5 In New Market Pond, nine low resolution sediment cores were collected and co-located with the 2010 sediment 
probing points. For consistency in the project, core designations (i.e., A-core, B-core, and C-core) correspond to the 
sediment probing sample identification letter, where the A-probing location was on the right bank looking upstream, 
the B-probing location was in the middle of the pond, and the C-probing location was on the left bank looking 
upstream. 
6 For the 2011 low resolution sediment cores, Aroclor 1254 was the predominant PCB Aroclor mixture reported by 
CLP. Aroclor 1242 was reported in approximately 5 percent of the samples and Aroclor 1260 was reported in 
approximately 14 percent of the samples. Because the concentration of Aroclor 1254 is equal to the Total PCB 
concentration in the majority of the samples, only the concentration for Aroclor 1254 is shown and discussed.  The 
OU4 RI contains additional information on the distribution of PCB Aroclors detected in OU4 (Louis Berger, 2014a). 
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 CVOCs (Figure 3-4b through Figure 3-4d): CVOCs were detected primarily in 

sediments adjacent to the former CDE facility.  DCE and VC (degradation 
byproducts of TCE) were the most common CVOCs detected in the Study Area. The 
highest concentrations of DCE and VC were measured in a core collected just 
upstream of the Conrail Bridge (RM6.3) that crosses over Bound Brook north of the 
former CDE facility. Surface sediment DCE and VC concentrations were 61 mg/kg 
and 0.350 mg/kg, respectively, at that location. 

 Metals (Figure 3-4e through Figure 3-4i): Arsenic, copper, chromium, lead and 
mercury were detected at a number of locations across the Study Area along with 
other metals.  The upstream extent of Bound Brook does not appear to be a source of 
metals contamination to the rest of the OU4 Study Area; there may be a source of 
metals contamination located in the vicinity of New Brunswick Avenue where a 
number of metals were detected at the highest concentrations observed in the Study 
Area sediments.  Lead, copper, silver, and zinc concentrations appear to decrease 
downstream of New Market Pond near RM2 (refer to Figure 5-12B to 5-12L in the 
OU4 RI).  No significant changes in the surface sediment concentrations were 
observed from 1997 to 2011. 

 Arsenic and copper concentrations were relatively consistent across the Study 
Area suggesting a potential urban background concentration.   

 Chromium was only detected in areas adjacent to the MRP Steel Fabrication & 
Engineering facility, in New Market Pond, and in the two pockets of fine-grained 
material located downstream of the pond. 

 Lead was ubiquitous across the Site, detected in samples taken from all sediment 
cores at concentrations ranging from 1 mg/kg to more than 300 mg/kg.  Samples 
containing lead at concentrations over 100 mg/kg were found in borings collected 
upstream of RM2 (South Ave Railroad Bridge) to the twin culverts (RM6.6) near 
the former CDE facility.  In addition, two cores collected upgradient of the twin 
culverts at RM6.9 (Belmont Ave) and RM8.1 (near Talmadge Road) contained 
lead concentrations over 300 mg/kg.   

 Mercury was detected in sediment samples collected across the Site in 
concentrations ranging from less than 3 microgram per kilogram to over 1 mg/kg.  
Although it was detected across much of the site, the variability in its locations 
and concentrations suggest that its presence is not due to background levels but 
due to man-made sources.  The majority of cores containing mercury at 
concentrations over 3 microgram per kilogram were in New Market Pond and 
near the former CDE facility. The highest mercury concentration was measured in 
Core T255A collected at RM4.7, adjacent to the MRP Steel Fabrication & 
Engineering Facility. 

 PAH Compounds (Figure 3-4j through Figure 3-4k): The nature and extent of PAH 
contamination, which is fairly ubiquitous in urban environments, is well-represented 
by benzo(a)pyrene, a high molecular weight PAH compound, and fluorene, a low 
molecular weight PAH compound. Both of the compounds follow a similar 
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distribution pattern: widespread surface sediment contamination along Bound Brook 
from RM0 to RM7 where bridges, roads, and stormwater outfalls are located and 
lower contamination levels upstream of RM7 and in Green Brook where water ways 
are bordered by wetlands and undeveloped floodplain. The largest PAH inventory in 
sediment appear to be located from approximately RM2 to RM5. 

Data on sediment chemical characteristics collected during the OU4 RI as well as 
historical data from previous site investigations were combined into a database for use in 
the RI evaluation.  Additional information on the sediment characteristics are contained 
in the OU4 RI (Louis Berger, 2014a). 

 Geochronology of Sediment Deposits 3.4.1.3.

The OU4 RI included a focused sediment coring and sampling program intended to 
achieve the following objectives: 

 Characterize the depositional chronology of sediment contamination in OU4 and 
identify the full suite of contaminants present in the sediment. 

 Characterize contaminant concentrations in sediments recently transported in the 
water column under varying conditions, including base and storm flows. 

 Assess trends in COPC/COPEC concentrations versus depth in sediment and 
residence time for COPCs/COPECs in the sediment. 

The investigational tools used to address the above objectives included high resolution 
(finely segmented) sediment cores, surface sediment samples, and sediment trap samples.   

A high resolution sediment core was collected from a location in New Market Pond 
believed to be continuously depositional during the period of contaminant releases from 
the former CDE facility.  Sediment samples collected from the core were analyzed for 
radionuclides (to ‘date’ the approximate depositional year of each sample) and 
contaminant concentrations. Radionuclides such as Cs137 serve as geochemical data 
interpretation tools and act as either “event-markers” or “clocks” to establish the 
geochronology of a sediment core or surface sediment sample.  Refer to the OU4 RI for 
details on the high resolution sediment coring program.  

The Cs137 profile obtained from radiological analyses satisfied the three criteria for a 
datable core. First, a clear Cs137 peak of 2.61 ρico-Curie per gram was observed, 
marking the 1963 horizon in the depth interval of 26 to 31 cm (this marker is associated 
with historical atmospheric nuclear weapons testing).  Second, a clear Cs137 minimum 
was observed in the depth interval of 36 to 41 cm marking the post-1954 era. Third, the 
core top was Be7-bearing, which confirms that the core top sediments had been deposited 
within 6 months of core collection.  
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The high resolution core data suggest that releases of PCBs to Bound Brook began in the 
early 1950s with the peak detected PCB concentration of approximately 70 mg/kg, 
deposited in the early 1960s after which PCB sediment concentrations declined 
(consistent with the manufacturing history of the former CDE facility which operated 
until 1962).  PCB contamination trends in the high resolution core indicate that the half-
life of PCB contamination in New Market Pond surface sediment (time required for PCB 
sediment concentrations to reduce to 50 percent of the detected 2011 concentration) is on 
the order of 50 years.  This estimate of half-life is based on recovery trends examined 
over the last 20 years or so in the high resolution core and is only valid if those trends 
continue to hold into the future.  Additional information on the geochronology evaluation 
is contained in the OU4 RI (Louis Berger, 2014a). 

3.4.2. Floodplain Soils 

 Investigation 3.4.2.1.

Floodplain soil borings were collected from publicly-owned properties bordering Bound 
Brook and Green Brook to characterize the nature and extent of contaminated soil present 
in the floodplain.  Soil samples were collected in transects in the floodplain along the 
length of Green Brook and Bound Brook as well as in four gridded areas adjacent 
to/downstream of the former CDE facility (Figure 3-3).   

 Transects – Soil borings were surveyed and collected along 23 transects in Bound 
Brook and Green Brook. Transects were positioned on public property, avoiding 
cemeteries, impervious areas, and buildings. A total of 67 borings were collected. 
Floodplain soil boring locations were surveyed and staked prior to sampling. If the 
soil boring was adjusted in the field, a hand-held Global Positioning System reading 
of the final sampling location was recorded as well as a manual measurement of the 
distance from the surveyed stake. 

 Gridded Areas - Four gridded areas were surveyed and sampled along Bound Brook. 
Grid A and Grid B are located near the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar 
Brook; Grid C is located on the north side of the brook upstream of the former CDE 
facility; Grid D is located on the east side of New Market Pond where 
communication with Piscataway Township officials has indicated that during the 
pond restoration project in the 1980s, dredged New Market Pond sediments were 
dewatered. A total of 54 borings were collected from the four gridded areas in May 
2011 and November 2011.  

 Borings that were located in wetland areas were advanced to a depth of 90 cm (or to 
refusal) using manual techniques; borings that were not located in wetland areas 
were advanced to 120 cm using direct push techniques (for both transects and 
gridded areas).  Borings were processed and analyzed in two segments: 0 to 30 cm 
and 30 to 60 cm (approximately 0 to 1 and 1 to 2 feet, respectively). 
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Samples were analyzed for a range of contaminants including PCBs, metals, pesticides, 
SVOCs, and VOCs. 

A test pit investigation conducted by USEPA contractors in May 2008 documented the 
presence of capacitors, micro-capacitors, plastic film, and other debris in the sloping 
banks of Bound Brook adjacent to OU2 and in other areas near the former CDE facility. 
Buried debris and capacitors were observed in four of the eight test pits that were located 
on the east and southeast sides of the former CDE property.  These test pit areas were 
overexcavated in 2010 as part of the OU2 remedial action.  The limits of the OU2 
remedial action were established with the understanding that the area between the lateral 
extent of OU2 and Bound Brook was likely to have additional capacitor debris that would 
be addressed in the OU4 remedy.  Additional work in this area is discussed in 
Section 3.5. 

Veterans Memorial Park was the site of several environmental investigations over the 
past 10 years as discussed in Section 1.5.6.1 of this report and OU4 RI Section 3.1.6.  In 
May 2013, as part of the OU4 RI, an additional round of samples was collected in the 
park and in the adjacent natural area in order to determine the most current site 
conditions.  Sampling locations are shown in Figure 1-6. 

 Chemical Characteristics 3.4.2.2.

The data collected during the OU4 RI suggest that contamination is being transported 
from the brook to the floodplain during flooding events. There is also some evidence 
suggesting that for some contaminants, other point and nonpoint sources may be 
contributing to elevated contaminant levels in the brook sediment and the floodplain 
soils.  Where data suggest surface water discharges from industrial operations may be 
impacting sediment or surface water quality, USEPA will coordinate with state regulators 
for any necessary follow-up. While the possibility cannot be ruled out entirely based on 
available data, based on current observations contaminant concentrations in floodplain 
soils do not appear to be a significant source of contaminants in the sediment.  The 
following is a brief summary of analytical results. 

 Total PCB concentrations between New Market Pond and the former CDE facility 
are elevated compared to concentrations upgradient of the OU4 Study Area and 
downstream of the New Market Pond dam.  No significant source of PCBs has been 
identified upstream of the Belmont Avenue Bridge (RM6.9).  In general, total PCB 
concentrations in floodplain soils are similar to, or lower than, proximal sediment 
concentrations suggesting flooding as the source of contamination in the floodplain 
soils. For example, the total PCB concentration in sediment observed at RM3.03 in 
Bound Brook corresponds to an elevated surface soil concentration in the floodplain 
downstream of New Market Pond dam (Transect T07). Except in Grids A and B near 
the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook, total PCB concentrations reported 
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along the banks of Bound Brook (position “C” in floodplain soil transects) 
downstream of the former CDE facility generally declined with increasing depth and 
in most locations were detected at concentrations less than 1 mg/kg at depths of 
60 cm (1 to 2 feet) bgs.  

In Grids A and B near the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar Brook, flooding 
has been a regular occurrence leading to greater depths of contaminated sediment 
over time.  In these two areas, contaminant depth and total PCB concentrations are 
greatest along the banks of Bound Brook, with detections to depths of over 3 feet 
bgs.  With a few exceptions, total PCB concentrations in upland portions of these 
areas were lower than along the banks of Bound Brook.  These exceptions may 
represent former depressions that allowed for the accumulation of contaminated 
sediment during flood events. 

 Metals concentrations in the floodplain soils are equal to or greater than the metal 
concentrations in proximal sediments suggesting urban runoff and storm discharge 
may be a source of contaminants in the brook. For some metals (such as lead, 
mercury, and zinc), surface soil concentrations in the floodplain soils between 
RM4.1 and RM5.2 are higher than associated sediment concentrations. 

 PAH concentrations are elevated as compared to upgradient concentrations in light 
industrial areas and along rail corridors along Bound Brook. Lower PAH 
concentrations are observed upstream of the Belmont Avenue Bridge (RM6.8 to 
RM8.3) and in Green Brook where wetlands, parkland, and residential areas are 
more prevalent than industrial areas.  

Data on floodplain soil chemical characteristics collected during the OU4 RI as well as 
historical data from previous site investigations were combined into a database.  
Additional information on the soil and sediment characteristics is contained in the OU4 
RI (Louis Berger, 2014a).  PCB Aroclor analytical results for floodplain soil borings are 
tabulated in Appendix B. 

3.4.3. Results by Reach 
On the basis of the results of the OU4 RI, the brook was divided into four reaches (see 
Figure 3-5) for evaluation and remediation purposes.  The following is a summary of 
conditions in each of the four reaches.   

In evaluating conditions in the floodplain, floodplain soils have been divided into two 
categories: 1) developed areas which includes parks and property on or adjacent to 
residential areas or other maintained landscaped areas where testing confirms the 
presence of contaminants, and 2) undeveloped areas which includes wetlands, forested 
areas and other areas generally remote/not easily accessed from populated area. 
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REACH 1A AND 1B: UPSTREAM AREAS 

Upstream areas generally reflect background conditions.  Upstream areas include Reach 
1A - upstream of the CDE facility (RM6.6 to Talmadge Road) and Reach 1B – Cedar 
Brook at Oakmoor Avenue (starting approximately 0.5 miles upstream of the confluence 
with Bound Brook) to Spring Lake.  

 Reach 1A is immediately upstream of the former CDE facility.  In this area, the 
Brook is bounded by forested wetlands, Memorial Park, and the former South 
Plainfield municipal landfill.  Further upstream, the brook flows through the 
Woodbrook Site. Much of this area is undeveloped wetland with few 
industrial/commercial operations and limited residential areas.  See Figure 1-4 and 
Section 1.3 for more information on prominent features in this area. 

 Reach 1B – Cedar Brook flows through parklands surrounded by intensively 
developed residential areas.  Spring Lake is an artificial lake formed by a manmade 
impoundment of Cedar Brook.  Two municipal well fields are located along Cedar 
Brook in this area.  Although the Spring Lake Well Field (which surrounds the lake) 
is currently not operating, the Park Avenue Well Field (located approximately one 
mile northeast of Spring Lake) is operating.  See Figure 1-4 and Section 1.3 for more 
information on prominent features in this area.  See also the OU3 RI (Louis Berger, 
2012) for more information on the well fields operating in the area. 

Total PCB concentrations in the low resolution sediment samples collected in Reach 1A 
ranged from non-detect to 0.44 mg/kg; no sample concentration exceeded 1 mg/kg.  One 
grab sample (ED-02) collected at RM6.65 (just upstream of the twin culverts) using an 
Ekman dredge had a total PCB concentration of 3.76 mg/kg.  Sample ED-02 was 
collected downstream of the discharge point for a storm water drain containing runoff 
from an area on Spicer Avenue (“Factory Street” area) in which elevated concentrations 
of total PCBs have been detected in soil samples (see Section 1.5.2).  Another Ekman 
dredge sample and a silt trap sample collected further upstream at RM6.8 had 
concentrations of 0.48 to 0.57 mg/kg, respectively.  Note - based on the RI data and 
subsequent analysis during the FS, reference to “upgradient” of the former CDE facility 
shall refer to areas upstream of RM6.8 (Belmont Ave. Bridge).  Total PCB concentrations 
in sediment did not exceed 1 mg/kg in Reach 1B.  Table 3-1 provides a summary of low 
resolution sediment sampling results for Reach 1A and 1B. 

Total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils collected in both reaches ranged from 
non-detect to over 160 mg/kg. The highest concentration of total PCBs were detected in 
samples collected adjacent to Memorial Park, approximately 250 to 500 feet from the 
brook.  Upstream of RM7.11, total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils were less than 
1 mg/kg. Table 3-2 provides a summary of soil sampling results for Reach 1A and 1B. 
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Water quality sampling in these areas along with water samples collected from Ambrose 
Brook and Lake Nelson provides a reference point for background water quality that can 
be used in establishing cleanup criteria. 

REACH 2: FORMER CDE FACILITY TO NEW MARKET POND 

Reach 2 extends from just upstream of the former CDE facility (~RM6.6) to the silt trap 
at the upstream end of New Market Pond (RM4.3).  Between the former CDE facility and 
New Market Pond, sediment in the brook has been extensively impacted by PCBs.  
Sediment depths range from 0 to 6 feet with the greatest depths between RM5 and 6, just 
downstream of CDE facility near Veterans Memorial Park  

Total PCB concentrations in sediment in Reach 2 ranged from non-detect to 235 mg/kg 
with a mean concentration of 7.2 mg/kg.  The highest PCB concentrations were observed 
in samples collected near the former CDE facility just downstream of the twin culverts 
(RM6.6). Concentrations were also elevated in cores collected at the upstream end of 
New Market Pond (RM4.3) near the silt trap. 

Total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils ranged from non-detect to 924 mg/kg with a 
mean concentration of 11 mg/kg.  The highest PCB concentrations in floodplain soils 
were located downstream of the former CDE facility near the confluence of Cedar Brook 
and Bound Brook (RM5.8).  Elevated PCB concentrations were also observed in the side 
slopes adjacent to the former CDE facility and the banks of Bound Brook; additional 
information on this area is presented in Section 3.5.  Tables 3-3 and 3-4 provide an 
analytical summary of samples collected in Reach 3. 

REACH 3: NEW MARKET POND  

As defined in this FS, New Market Pond extends from the silt trap (RM4.3) in Bound 
Brook immediately upstream of the pond to the dam (RM3.4) at the downstream end of 
the pond. Conditions in New Market Pond vary from the other in-water areas for several 
reasons: 

 The dam on the downstream end of the pond controls flow out of the pond, and 
therefore, the sediment accumulation rate in the pond.  The dam also limits the 
washout of sediment during high flow events.   

 Particle settlement rates are significantly different from the remainder of the brook 
with different settlement patterns due to the size and configuration of the pond. 

 The pond was dredged by Piscataway Township in the 1980s and the shallow 
sediment in the pond within the dredged area represents relatively recent deposition.  
That said, recently-deposited material in New Market Pond is likely to include both 
PCB-contaminated sediments and less-contaminated sediments resuspended by 
water traveling through the various upstream reaches (1A, 1B, and 2) which include 
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both CDE-impacted and “upstream/background” sediment types. On the margins of 
the pond, in areas not dredged in the 1980s, sediment profiles are different than in 
the dredged areas and are likely to contain larger volumes of pre-1980 sediments and 
associated contamination. 

 Surveys of the pond have not indicated the presence of large amounts of debris or 
rocks that would impact remediation activities.  Contaminant levels are relatively 
consistent, varying mostly by depth and time of deposit.   

Sediment depths range from less than 0.5 to over 7 feet with greater depths east of 
Washington Ave.  West of Washington Avenue, sediment depths range from less than 0.5 
to 4 feet with a median depth of 2.4 feet; east of Washington Avenue, sediment depths 
range from 1 to 7 feet with a median depth of 4 feet. Water depths in the pond range from 
2 to over 7 feet, with greater depths east of Washington Avenue. 

Total PCB concentrations in New Market Pond sediment range from 0.27 to 4.7 mg/kg 
with a mean concentration of 2.6 mg/kg. Floodplain soil samples collected from Reach 3 
range from non-detect to 0.75 mg/kg for total PCBs (no mean was calculated as only two 
soil samples were collected in this reach).  Tables 3-5 and 3-6 provide an analytical 
summary of samples collected in Reach 3. 

REACH 4: DOWNSTREAM OF NEW MARKET POND  

Conditions downstream of New Market Pond are also controlled by the dam but in a 
different manner.  In New Market Pond, the dam acts to trap sediment and prevent 
washout during large flow events whereas it has the opposite effect downstream of the 
pond.  The dam increases the flow rate in the brook through the controlled release of 
water, leading to scour immediately downgradient of the pond.  

Unconsolidated sediment depth ranges from 0 to 6.5 feet in Reach 4 with the median 
sediment depth approximately 2 feet. As discussed in Section 3.4.1.2, sediment texture 
downstream of New Market Pond is typically coarse-grained as compared to sediment 
found in Reaches 1, 2, and 3. 

Total PCB concentrations in sediment in Reach 4 ranged from non-detect to 11 mg/kg 
with a mean concentration of 1.3 mg/kg. The PCB highest concentrations in sediment in 
Reach 4 were observed in samples collected at RM2.48 and RM3.03, with concentrations 
of 3.7 mg/kg and 11 mg/kg at these locations, respectively. These locations correspond 
with the two pockets of fine-grained material downstream of New Market Pond, as 
discussed in Section 3.4.1.2. 

Total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils ranged from non-detect to 3.7 mg/kg, with a 
mean concentration of 0.42 mg/kg. In general, floodplains soils in Reach 4 are less 
contaminated than soils in the upper reaches. However, surface soil concentrations of 
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total PCBs greater than 1 mg/kg were observed in samples collected near RM0.3, RM0.8, 
RM1.1, and RM3.1, generally in samples collected adjacent to the banks of the brook. 
The highest concentration observed was 3.7 mg/kg from a sample collected just 
downstream of New Market Pond at RM3.1.  Refer to Tables 3-7 and 3-8 for a complete 
analytical summary of samples collected in Reach 4. 

3.4.4. Sediment and Floodplain Soils Remediation  
Because of the similarity in techniques used to remediate sediment and floodplain soils, 
these materials will be grouped together for further evaluation. 

3.5. Capacitor Debris 
Soil samples collected during the OU2 RI and predesign investigation for the OU2 soil 
remediation program identified several locations outside of the limits of the former CDE 
facility property, but within the OU4 Study Area, where PCB concentrations exceeded 
1 mg/kg (see Figure 3-6).  In addition, in 2006, as part of OU1, soil sampling was 
conducted on a parcel of land between two properties on Spicer Avenue adjacent to the 
former CDE facility (see Section 1.5.2).  PCB concentrations in this area ranged from 
less than 1 to over 1,000 mg/kg.   

In May 2008, a test pit investigation conducted by USEPA contractors documented the 
presence of capacitors, micro-capacitors, and plastic film debris in the slopes adjacent to 
the former CDE facility and the banks of Bound Brook, outside the limits of the OU2 
remedial action.  Buried debris and capacitors were observed in four of the eight test pits 
located on the east and southeast sides of the former CDE property.  Originally, the OU4 
RI had planned to re-occupy the 2008 test pit locations to delineate the vertical extent of 
the buried waste; however, these test pit areas were overexcavated in 2010 as part of the 
OU2 remedial action (Appendix C).  Ultimately, the limits of the OU2 remedial area 
were established with the understanding that the area between the lateral extent of OU2 
and Bound Brook was likely to contain additional capacitor debris that would be 
addressed as part of the OU4 remedy.  The capacitor debris locations extend outside the 
100-year floodplain. 

In June 2012, as part of the OU4 RI, four deep soil borings were installed south of the 
original test pit locations to estimate the depth of buried debris that may remain on the 
side slopes outside the limits of OU2 (Figure 3-6).  

 Deep soil borings “C” and “D” were positioned near the twin culverts on the east 
side of the OU2 property.  

 Soil boring “C” was advanced to 244 cm (8 feet) bgs (Figure 3-7).  Native soil 
was not encountered at the bottom of the boring; however, due to the presence of 
groundwater, the boring was terminated. Buried debris, including plastic flakes, 
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was observed in the upper 91 cm (40 inches) of the boring. Capacitor debris, 
along with fragments of paper and metal, were observed between 122 and 152 cm 
bgs (approximately 4 to 5 feet) and again at the bottom of the boring.  
Aroclor 1254 concentrations ranged between 200 and 750 mg/kg in the sections 
of the boring where capacitor debris was observed.  These concentrations are 
consistent with Aroclor 1254 concentrations reported by the USACE and their 
subcontractor (Sevenson Environmental Services, Inc.) from the 2010 post-
excavation side-wall samples on the east side of the OU2 property at remedial 
grid cell “P41”. 

 Extensive amounts of buried debris were observed in deep soil boring “D,” which 
was advanced to a depth of 305 cm (10 feet) before native soils were encountered. 
Buried debris included rock fragments and wood which resulted in insufficient 
recovery for soil sampling to occur in some intervals.  Consistent with 
boring “C”, mica, plastic, and metallic debris along with capacitor debris was 
observed between 213 and 244 cm (7 to 8 feet) bgs.  In soil samples collected at 
depths where capacitor debris was observed, Aroclor 1254 concentrations 
between 2,600 mg/kg and 3,000 mg/kg were reported (Figures 3-8a and 3-8b), 
whereas the Aroclor 1254 concentration at the bottom of the boring 
(approximately 10 feet bgs) was 79 mg/kg. 

 Soil borings “A” and “B,” collected on the southeast corner of the OU2 property did 
not reveal the presence of buried debris. The borings were advanced to refusal 
(244 cm bgs, approximately 8 feet) where weathered bedrock was encountered. The 
highest detected level of Aroclor 1254 (33 mg/kg) was reported from boring “A” 
(Figure 3-6). 

Because conditions in most of the CD RAA are similar to the remainder of the Study 
Area, PRGs for the SS RAA will be used for sediment and floodplain soils in the CD 
RAA. 

3.6. Surface Water 
3.6.1. Surface Water Data  
As discussed in Section 2.5.2.1, only surface water data collected during the OU4 RI field 
program were used to evaluate the potential for adverse human and ecological health 
effects. These data represent the most recent samples and span the Study Area.  

Surface water samples were collected as part of the OU4 RI during September 2011 and 
July and August 2012. Samples collected in September 2011 were whole-water grab 
samples analyzed for a suite of parameters including VOCs, SVOCs, PCB Aroclors, 
pesticides, and metals. In July and August 2012, twenty surface water samples were 
collected as part of the pore water sampling program (refer to Section 3.7) using passive 
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samplers.  These samples are time-integrated samples representing equilibrium conditions 
and were analyzed for PCB congeners only. 

Surface water sampling data from the Woodbrook Site RI (TRC, 2007a, 2007b) based on 
samples collected between RM7.5 and RM7.9, were compared to analytical results for 
samples collected further downstream to assist in identifying COPCs/COPECs for OU4.  
Variations in the reporting limits in the different data sets made comparisons difficult for 
some analytes (see Section 4 of the RA [Louis Berger, 2014b]). A summary of the 
evaluation of historical and OU4 RI surface water data follows: 

 Surface water samples collected by USEPA ERT in 2007-2008 were non-detect for 
PCB Aroclors. 

 TCE, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, arsenic, cadmium, manganese, and 
thallium were detected at concentrations exceeding COPC screening values (based 
on USEPA regional screening levels for tap water) in Woodbrook Site surface water 
samples. 

 The maximum PCB concentration observed in OU4 RI surface water samples was 
0.0011 micrograms per liter for a sample collected adjacent to the former CDE 
facility near RM6.3. 

 Based on a comparison of the ranges of detected metals concentrations to 
background values (i.e., concentrations detected in the most upstream surface water 
sample at Talmadge Road [RM8.3]), metals in the OU4 RI surface water samples 
may reflect background conditions. 

3.6.2. Stream Flow  
The closest monitoring station in the USGS‘s National Streamflow Information Program 
for Bound Brook is on Green Brook, approximately 0.4 miles downstream of the 
confluence of Bound Brook and Green Brook (USGS Gauge 04103900).  Approximately 
15 years of flow data was available between 1972 and 2011 from this station. 

The following information is based on a review of data from this monitoring station. 

 Between 1972 and 2011, the peak reported flow was approximately 4,500 cfs and 
the lowest flow was approximate 2.5 cfs. The average flow was 80 cfs and the 
median flow was 39 cfs.  

 The flow exceeded 500 cfs less than 5 percent of the time and exceeded 100 cfs less 
than 20 percent of the time. 

 Storm events are characterized by a sharp rise in the stream flow and a rapid decline 
following the storm.  This pattern is typical of streams in urban environments where 
stormwater collection systems are designed to rapidly transfer stormwater runoff 
from paved surfaces to surrounding water ways. 
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In July 2011 and May 2012 during the OU4 RI, surface water flows were measured at a 
number of locations in the OU4 Study Area (see Section 3.7.1).  The measured flows 
were compared to the reported flows from the USGS 04103900 gauging station for the 
same period.  The measured flows were approximately 25 percent of the reported USGS 
flows providing a rough estimate of the flow in the Bound Brook.  On this basis, the 
following conditions were assumed for Bound Brook: 

 The estimated peak flow in Bound Brook is approximately 1,100 cfs and the lowest 
flow less than 1 cfs. The average flow is approximately 20 cfs and the median flow 
is 10 cfs.  

 The peak flow exceeds 500 cfs less than 1 percent of the time and 100 cfs less than 
3 percent of the time. 

It is expected that additional analysis of stream flow data will be conducted during the 
remedial design (RD) prior to in-water work. 

3.7. Groundwater/Surface Water Impacts  
Several lines of evidence gathered during both the OU3 and OU4 RIs indicate that 
contaminated groundwater from the former CDE facility is discharging into Bound Brook 
with potential long-term impacts on conditions in the brook.  These lines of evidence 
include the following elements: 

 A stream flow and surface water quality investigation was conducted during the OU4 
RI to evaluate changes in flows and water quality in the brook to identify potential 
discharge areas. 

 Particle tracking modeling was conducted during the OU3 RI to evaluate the 
groundwater discharging to the brook. 

 Pore water sampling was conducted during the OU4 RI to measure VOC and PCB 
concentrations in pore water samples collected in Bound Brook adjacent to the former 
CDE facility.    

The results of these analyses are summarized below. 

3.7.1. Stream Flow and Water Quality Surveys  

 Stream Flow Surveys 3.7.1.1.

Stream flows were measured at various locations on Bound Brook and its tributaries as 
part of the OU4 RI.  Flows were measured during a low-flow period on July 19-20, 2011. 
The flows were measured during the hottest days of 2011 and after a 10-day period 
without significant rainfall, thus representing base flow conditions. Flow volumes were 
found to increase in the downstream direction from approximately 0.5 cfs to 5 cfs with 
the only sharp increase measured immediately downstream of the New Market Pond dam 
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(likely the result of dam hydraulics).  The otherwise steady increase in flow is indicative 
of general groundwater discharge rather than a point discharge (e.g., from large springs).  
According to the NJDEP online database for NJPDES permitted discharges to surface 
water, only three facilities reported discharges in June 2011 totaling 0.3 cfs indicating 
that point sources were not the cause of the increase in flow. Additional information on 
the stream flow program is presented in the OU4 RI Sections 7.1 and 7.2. 

In May 2012, stream flows were measured at more finely-divided intervals following 
several weeks of insignificant rainfall in April and early May 2012. The May 2012 
survey measured flows between RM6.8 and RM5.7; this stretch of the brook was selected 
based on the OU3 groundwater model output (refer to Section 3.6.3 of the OU3 RI) and 
extends beyond the borders of the area where the OU3 groundwater plume is projected to 
discharge to the brook (between RM6.6 and RM5.8). Flow was relatively constant near 
the Belmont Avenue Bridge (RM6.8), averaging approximately 5.4 cfs.  Flow increased 
to 6.2 cfs (on average) on the downstream side of the twin culverts (RM6.6) with a net 
gain 25 gpm per 100 feet, which is attributed to groundwater discharge. 

 Water Quality Survey 3.7.1.2.

As part of the May 2012 stream flow survey, water quality parameters were measured 
every 100 feet between RM5.7 and RM6.8 to identify where changes in water quality 
could indicate a groundwater discharge zone.  Measurements were made at 
approximately 5-foot intervals along each brook transect.  Measurements were taken at 
the surface (approximately 5 cm below the water-air interface) and at the bottom of the 
water column (approximately 5 cm above the sediment bed) and included temperature, 
conductivity, pH, salinity, and oxidation-reduction potential recorded using a Horiba 
U52.  The highest variability in surface water quality parameters was observed between 
RM6.2 and RM6.3 (between the Conrail Bridge and Lakeview Avenue Bridge), 
suggesting a potential groundwater discharge area that was designated for further 
investigation.  

The changes in water quality observed during the water quality survey suggest that 
groundwater discharge is occurring downstream of RM6.5 even though this discharge 
was not observable in the stream flow measurements collected during the same sampling 
event. Refer to Section 7.0 of the OU4 RI for further details. 

3.7.2. Groundwater Modeling Results  
The particle tracking model estimated that groundwater discharge to the brook along the 
length of the former CDE facility (0.4 miles) is about 28 gpm. The modeled discharge 
rate is less than the July 2011 survey finding, where the base flow was estimated at 5 gpm 
per 100 feet (near the former CDE facility), or 106 gpm along 0.4 miles of brook length; 
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however, the conclusions of the model are consistent with the field measurements that 
indicate that under the current hydraulic flow regime, Bound Brook is a “gaining” stream. 
Figure 3-9 shows the MODFLOW particle tracking pathway for contaminants from the 
former CDE facility.  

3.7.3. In–Situ Pore water Sampling 
Contaminant mass flux was estimated using the discharge rates and the average 
groundwater concentrations for selected contaminants. It should be noted that due to the 
inherent variability of fractured rock, the conceptual estimate of groundwater discharge to 
Bound Brook, and the analytical dataset derived from a groundwater monitoring array not 
designed for this specific task, there is uncertainty associated with these calculations.   

These calculations were performed for several parameters including TCE, DCE, and total 
PCBs. Estimated surface water concentrations for these parameters were compared to 
analytical results from surface water grab samples collected in the brook on 
September 21, 2011. Estimated concentrations were the same order of magnitude as the 
grab sample analytical results for VOCs. It was not possible to make a similar 
comparison for PCBs as the estimated concentration was less than the method detection 
limit.  

Collectively, the stream flow survey, water quality survey, OU3 hydraulic gradients, and 
OU3 groundwater model flow paths indicate that groundwater is discharging to the 
brook. Groundwater discharge from source areas on the former CDE facility property 
provide a potential conveyance pathway for chlorinated solvents and PCB compounds to 
Bound Brook surface water, pore water, and sediments. While the OU3 groundwater 
plume overlaps with Bound Brook between RM6.6 and RM5.8, the May 2012 stream 
flow survey and water quality measurement data suggest that groundwater discharge is 
predominantly between RM6.6 and RM6.1 (from the twin culverts to the Lakeview 
Avenue Bridge). 

To further assess the potential discharge of groundwater to the brook, a pore water 
sampling program was developed to measure contaminant concentrations in pore water 
for VOC and PCB compounds. Passive diffusion bags and polyethylene coupons were 
deployed for two periods between July 2012 and August 2012. The analytical results of 
the sampling program indicate elevated concentrations of VOCs downstream of the twin 
culverts adjacent to the former CDE facility.  These results are consistent with the 
previously estimated discharge locations based on the May 2012 sampling results.  
Upstream of the former CDE facility and downstream of the Lakeview Avenue Bridge, 
VOC concentrations are comparatively lower which is consistent with the previous 
monitoring results.  
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3.7.4. Conclusion 
The presence of VOC compounds in the pore water and sediments near the former CDE 
facility provide lines of evidence that groundwater is discharging to Bound Brook.  
Elevated total PCB concentrations in the surface water, pore water, and sediments that 
coincide with total VOC pore water detections, suggest that CVOCs in the groundwater 
discharging to the brook are impacting PCB contamination levels. 

Natural attenuation processes, including biological degradation, typically influence the 
fate and transport of chlorinated ethenes in the subsurface and could potentially mitigate 
risks posed by the groundwater discharge to Bound Brook.  A natural attenuation 
evaluation for groundwater was conducted as part of the OU3 RI. While conditions for 
natural attenuation were found to be present at the Site, its scope is limited and unlikely 
to prevent the discharge of contaminants from groundwater into Bound Brook for the 
foreseeable future. 

3.8. Water Line  
During the OU2 soil remediation work, a 36-inch-diameter potable water main owned by 
the New Jersey American Water (NJAW) was uncovered.  The water line, which is 
believed have been installed circa 1908, is constructed of cast iron and runs across the 
limits of excavation from the southwestern corner to the northeastern corner of the former 
CDE facility property at a depth of approximately 3 to 5 feet bgs (see Figure 3-10).   

Although the pipeline was not physically damaged during the excavation process, it 
ultimately developed a leak away from the excavation area, flooding the OU2 work area. 
The water was contained within the excavation and did not result in a release of 
contaminants from the area.  However, future leaks or a rupture could occur adversely 
impacting the OU2 and OU4 remedies.  Accordingly, remediation alternatives were 
evaluated, including abandonment and relocation of the water line to an alignment that is 
not within the former CDE facility (OU2 remediation area). 

3.9. Risk Assessment  
As part of the RI, a Risk Assessment (RA) was prepared to evaluate the potential for 
adverse human and ecological health effects associated with exposure to chemicals 
detected in environmental samples from the OU4 Study Area (Louis Berger, 2014b) and 
to determine the COPCs and COPECS for the site.  The RA is separated into a BHHRA 
and ERA.  A brief summary of findings is presented below; refer to the RA (Louis 
Berger, 2014b) for more detail. 

Because of its size, the OU4 Study Area was separated into eight exposure units (EUs) 
which generally apply to the indicated brook channel and associated 100-year floodplain.  
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Figures 3-11 shows the eight EUs.  Each brook reach contains one or more EUs.  The 
EUs and reaches were established using similar limits to allow correlation of the risks 
with the chemical and physical conditions observed in different portions of the brook and 
associated floodplains. 

REACH 4 
Reach 4 consists of two EUs: 

 Green Brook (GB) – applies to the 1.6-mile long portion of the Green Brook channel 
and its 100-year floodplain; from the Shepherd Avenue Bridge over Green Brook 
(RM-1.6) upstream to the confluence with Bound Brook (RM0).  

 Bound Brook 1 (BB1) – applies to the Bound Brook channel and its 100-year 
floodplain; from the confluence with Green Brook (RM0) upstream to the spillway 
of New Market Pond (RM3.4). 

REACH 3 
Reach 3 consists of one EU: 

 Bound Brook 2 (BB2) – applies to New Market Pond and its 100-year floodplain: 
from Bound Brook (RM3.4) upstream to the eastern end of New Market Pond 
(RM4.1). 

REACH 2 
Reach 2 consists of three EUs: 

 Bound Brook 3 (BB3) – applies to the Bound Brook channel and its 100-year 
floodplain, from the eastern end of New Market Pond (RM4.1) upstream to the 
Clinton Avenue Bridge (RM5.2). 

 Bound Brook 4 (BB4) – applies to the Bound Brook channel and its 100-year 
floodplain; from the Clinton Avenue Bridge (RM5.2) upstream to the Lakeview 
Avenue Bridge (RM6.2) and includes approximately 500 feet of the Cedar Brook 
channel and its 100-year floodplain upstream to Veteran’s Memorial Park, near the 
spillway bridge to Spring Lake. 

 Bound Brook 5 (BB5) – applies to the Bound Brook channel and its 100-year 
floodplain; from the Lakeview Avenue Bridge (RM6.2), upstream to the Belmont 
Avenue Bridge (RM6.8). The former CDE facility is adjacent to BB5.  

REACH 1A 
Reach 1A consists of one EU: 

 Bound Brook 6 (BB6) – applies to the Bound Brook channel; from the Belmont 
Avenue Bridge (RM6.8), upstream to the Talmadge Road Bridge (RM8.3). From 
RM6.8 upstream to RM7.5, the Study Area includes the 100-year floodplain. From 
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RM7.5 upstream to RM8.3, the Study Area includes only the channel (surface water 
and sediment).  

REACH 1B 
Reach 1B consists of one EU: 

 Spring Lake – applies to Cedar Brook, from north of Veterans Memorial Park, near 
the spillway bridge to Spring Lake, Spring Lake, and upstream on Cedar Brook to 
Cedar Brook Avenue. 

The RA confirmed that there is a potential for adverse human and ecological health 
effects from exposure to total PCB concentrations that are relatively wide-spread 
throughout the OU4 Study Area. While a potential for adverse human health effects from 
exposure to CVOCs was not indicated, there is a potential for adverse health effects in 
ecological receptors from exposure to cis-1,2-DCE in pore water and sediment at EU 
BB5.  

3.9.1. Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment 
The potential for adverse human health effects is expressed as both incremental lifetime 
cancer risks7 and non-cancer hazards8 that are based on assumptions regarding the 
potential for exposure, estimated COPC concentrations at the point of human contact, and 
the toxicity of each chemical.  A subset of detected chemicals in each environmental 
medium (COPCs) was evaluated. 9  

Based on the reasonable maximum exposure scenarios evaluated in the BHHRA, total 
cancer risks greater than the risk range established by the National Contingency Plan 
([NCP], i.e., greater than 10-4) were estimated for the following receptor populations:  

7 For known or suspected carcinogens, the NCP established that acceptable exposure levels are generally concentration 
levels that represent an incremental upper-bound lifetime cancer risk in the range from 10-4 (i.e., 1E-04 or 1 in 10,000) 
to 10-6 (i.e., 1 in 1,000,000) or less. 
8 For systemic toxicants, the NCP established that “acceptable exposure levels shall represent concentration levels to 
which the human population, including sensitive subgroups, may be exposed without adverse effects during a lifetime 
or part of a lifetime, incorporating an adequate margin of safety”.  As non-cancer toxicity values are protective of the 
potential for adverse, non-cancer health effects, hazard quotients  for individual COPCs and hazard indices for multiple 
exposure routes and/or multiple COPCs greater than 1 indicate the potential for non-cancer hazard. 
9 Other chemicals that were demonstrated to be predominant contributors to the unacceptable cancer risks and 
noncancer hazards estimated in the BHHRA consist of benzidine in surface sediment and others not considered to be 
attributable to the former CDE facility, such as heptachlor epoxide in fish fillet and dieldrin and select metals (i.e., 
antimony, iron, lead, manganese, and thallium) in floodplain soil. The ERA also confirms that there is a potential for 
adverse health effects in ecological receptors from exposure to numerous other non-site-related contaminants of 
potential ecological concern within the OU4 Study Area. For further information, please refer to the Final Risk 
Assessment for OU4. It is expected that the remediation of PCBs in sediment and soil will also address co-located 
contaminants not attributable to the CDE facility. 
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 Adult, adolescent, and child anglers at every EU. The cancer risks are predominantly 

attributable to total PCB Aroclors and 2,3,7,8 Tetrachlorodibenzo-para-dioxin 
(TCDD) toxicity equivalence (TEQ) for PCBs in predatory or bottom-feeding fish. 

 Adult and child residents10 at four EUs on Bound Brook (EUs BB3, BB4, BB5, and 
BB6). The cancer risks are predominantly attributable to total PCB Aroclors in all 
soil. 

Also based on the reasonable maximum exposure scenarios, the potential for adverse, 
non-cancer health effects was indicated for: 

 Adult recreationists/sportsmen at EU BB5. The hazard is attributable to total PCB 
Aroclors in surface sediment.  

 Adolescent recreationists/sportsmen at four EUs on Bound Brook (EUs BB3, BB4, 
BB5, and BB6). The hazards are predominantly attributable to total PCB Aroclors in 
surface sediment and surface soil. 

 Adult and adolescent anglers at every EU from consumption of fish or shellfish, 
predominantly, and exposure to surface sediment and surface soil as noted above for 
recreationists/sportsmen. The hazards from consumption of fish are predominantly 
attributable to total PCB Aroclors and TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in predatory or bottom-
feeding fish tissue. Hazards from consumption of shellfish are attributable to total 
PCB Aroclors in Asiatic clams or crayfish. 

 Child anglers at every EU. The hazards from consumption of fish are attributable to 
total PCB Aroclors and TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in predatory or bottom-feeding fish. 
Hazards from consumption of shellfish are attributable to total PCB Aroclors and 
TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in Asiatic clams or total PCB Aroclors in crayfish.  

 Outdoor workers at EU BB5. The hazard is attributable to total PCB Aroclors in all 
sediment and all soil. 

 Adult residents at four EUs on Bound Brook (EUs BB3, BB4, BB5, and BB6) and 
child residents at every EU except Spring Lake, for which floodplain soil data were 
not available. The hazards for the adult and child residents are attributable to total 
PCB Aroclors in all soil. 

 Adult commercial/industrial workers at EUs BB5 and BB6. The hazards are 
attributable to total PCB Aroclors in surface soil. 

10 While residences are located within the OU4 Study Area boundary, OU4 addresses non-residential properties and 
parklands (or other town- and county-owned properties) only. The potential for adverse health effects from exposure to 
soil in residential yards near the former CDE facility is being addressed as part of OU1 investigations. Therefore, the 
residential scenario included herein is not an evaluation of actual current/future residential exposures but is a 
conservative assessment that is protective of most other receptor populations that may access floodplain areas within 
OU4.  
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The BHHRA indicated a potential for unacceptable cancer risk and non-cancer hazards 
from exposure to total PCB Aroclors in sediment, floodplain soil, fish tissue, and 
shellfish tissue that is relatively wide-spread throughout the Study Area. The non-cancer 
hazard from exposure to total PCB Aroclors in sediment is limited to EU BB5, but total 
PCB Aroclors in floodplain soil, fish tissue, or shellfish tissue was the predominant 
contributor to a non-cancer hazard index greater than 1 for at least one receptor 
population in every EU. When evaluated as TCDD TEQ, PCBs in fish or shellfish tissue 
were the predominant contributor to an unacceptable cancer risk or non-cancer hazard for 
at least one receptor population at every EU.    

3.9.2. Ecological Risk Assessment 
The ERA also relied on a hazard quotient approach to assess the potential for adverse 
health effects for a variety of assessment endpoints.  Measured COPEC concentrations in 
abiotic and biotic media and estimated concentrations of bioaccumulative COPECs in 
representative biota were compared to corresponding regulatory standards and ecological 
screening levels or health-protective tissue and toxicological benchmarks. Hazard 
quotients greater than 1 were indicative of the potential for adverse health effects. 

The following conclusions regarding the potential for such effects from exposure to 
COPECs were reached for each assessment endpoint: 

 Protection of benthic invertebrates - cis-1,2-DCE, vinyl chloride, and total PCBs in 
pore water; vinyl chloride in surface sediment at EU BB5; and total PCBs in surface 
sediment in EUs BB2, BB3, BB4, BB5, and BB6 may be associated with adverse 
health effects in benthic invertebrates.  Therefore, benthic invertebrates may be 
experiencing adverse effects associated with exposure to Site-related COPECs, 
particularly in EU BB5. 

 Protection of aquatic life (fish) – cis-1,2-DCE , vinyl chloride, total PCB congeners, 
and TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in pore water/surface water indicate a potential for adverse 
health effects in aquatic life.  Total PCB Aroclor concentrations in predatory and 
bottom-feeding fish whole body tissue indicate a potential for adverse health effects 
in fish; however a fish health metric (i.e., fish condition factor, which is a measure of 
relative fish robustness and degree of well-being) calculated from historical fish data 
indicates that fish within the OU 4 Study Area appear to be healthy.  Therefore, there 
may be a potential for adverse health effects in aquatic life associated with exposure 
to Site-related COPECs. 

 Protection of semi-aquatic birds and mammals - Dietary exposure to total PCBs 
Aroclors and TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in semi-aquatic insectivorous and piscivorous 
birds and mammals may be associated with adverse health effects, particularly at 
EUs BB2, BB3, BB4, BB5, BB6, and SL.  Dietary exposure to total PCBs Aroclors 
and TCDD TEQ (PCBs) in some semi-aquatic insectivorous mammals may be 
associated with adverse health effects, particularly at EUs BB2, BB3, BB4, BB5, 
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and BB6.  Therefore, dietary exposure to total PCB Aroclors and TCDD TEQ 
(PCBs) in some semi-aquatic birds and mammals may be associated with adverse 
health effects. 

 Protection of terrestrial plants and invertebrates - Plant uptake of PCBs is considered 
to be negligible due to their large molecular weight and strong sorption to soil 
organic matter.  While the accumulation of PCBs in the tissues of soil invertebrates 
provides direct evidence of bioavailability, bioaccumulation alone is not an 
indication of adverse health effects.  Therefore, it is not likely that total PCB 
Aroclors in surface soil are associated with wide-spread adverse health effects in 
terrestrial plants and invertebrates throughout the floodplains in the OU4 Study 
Area. 

 Protection of terrestrial birds and mammals - Dietary exposure to total PCBs 
Aroclors in terrestrial insectivorous birds and mammals may be associated with 
adverse health effects within the OU4 Study Area. Terrestrial herbivorous and 
carnivorous birds and mammals are not likely to experience adverse health effects 
from exposure to total PCBs Aroclors within the OU4 Study Area.  

The ERA indicated there is a potential for adverse health effects in ecological receptors 
from exposure to total PCBs in pore water, surface water, sediment, floodplain soil, or 
biota in every EU.   

Whole sediment toxicity tests were conducted during the OU4 RI (Louis Berger, 2014a) 
on samples collected from Bound Brook (EUs BB5, BB3, and BB1) and New Market 
Pond (EU BB2).  Statistically significant differences between test and reference 
sediments were observed with two test species for a variety of endpoints and in a number 
of EUs opposite and downstream of the former CDE facility. EU BB5 had four toxic 
responses, EU BB1 had two toxic responses, and EU BB2 had one toxic response. In 
addition, where there was a discernible difference between EUs based on the toxicity 
response metric, EU BB5 had the greater toxic response.  Therefore, sediment in EU BB5 
seems to produce the greatest toxic effect in test specimens, and would be expected to 
pose the greatest risk to benthic populations. 

Bioaccumulation tests for PCBs in aquatic and terrestrial invertebrates were also 
conducted during the OU4 RI on sediment (from EUs BB1, BB2, BB3, and BB5) and 
floodplain soil (from EUs BB1 and BB4).  The results indicated that, as expected, PCBs 
bioaccumulate in invertebrate tissue.  While accumulation of PCBs in the tissues of 
invertebrates provides direct evidence of bioavailability, bioaccumulation alone is not an 
indication of adverse health effects.  However, as invertebrates are an important food 
source to higher trophic level organisms, dietary exposure to PCBs for higher trophic 
level organisms is a prominent exposure pathway. 
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3.10. Conceptual Site Model 

The conceptual site model synthesized from data acquired from historical research, site 
characterization, and remediation system operations, serves as a foundation for evaluating 
the remediation activities.  The following 12 basic elements summarize the major 
conclusions that can be drawn from the OU4 RI. 

 The highest PCB concentrations in sediments were detected in Bound Brook 
adjacent to the former CDE facility, and the former CDE facility is the likely source 
of PCB contamination in Bound Brook.  

 The largest inventory of PCB-contaminated sediments is located between the former 
CDE facility and the New Market Pond dam where fine-grained sediment beds are 
located. The pond is acting as a sink for contaminated sediments transported 
downstream.  

 The Woodbrook Site is not acting as a significant source of PCB contamination to 
Bound Brook. 

 Cedar Brook and other tributaries to Bound Brook do not contribute significant PCB 
contamination to Bound Brook.  

 PCB contamination was not found at elevated concentrations in Green Brook, 
downstream of the confluence of Bound Brook and Green Brook. 

 Contaminated solids are transported in the water column during base and storm 
flows. 

 The highest detected PCB contamination in the Bound Brook floodplain was 
encountered on both sides of Bound Brook near its confluence with Cedar Brook. 

 Groundwater discharge is an ongoing PCB and VOC source of contamination to 
Bound Brook surface water and pore water adjacent to the former CDE facility. 

 Contaminated pore water is contributing to the PCB contaminant and PCB signature 
in Bound Brook sediments. 

 Metals in Bound Brook surface sediments show a peak concentration near the New 
Brunswick Avenue Bridge, which is likely not associated with the former CDE 
facility. 

 PAH concentrations in surface sediments are ubiquitous in Bound Brook and may be 
associated with land use. 

 Elevated pesticide concentrations in Bound Brook sediments are likely not 
associated with production at the former CDE facility or with discharge from an 
upstream industrial facility. 
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3.11. Remedial Action Areas (RAA) 

For purposes of analysis, OU4 remedial activities have been divided into of four main 
areas requiring response actions: 

 Sediment and Floodplain Soils (SS) 

 Capacitor Debris (CD) 

 Groundwater Discharges to Surface Water (GW) 

 Municipal Water Line (WL) 

Sediment and floodplain soils are grouped together because the remedial actions required 
and the techniques used for both media are similar.   

Following a preliminary review of options, it was determined that each RAA would be 
addressed independently.  This decision was made based on the media differences 
(physical and chemical characteristics) as well as the available options for addressing 
each medium.   

Although the four RAAs are related in how they impact future conditions in the Study 
Area, each of the RAAs is independent in terms of the technologies and remedial 
alternatives evaluated for that particular RAA.  The optimum alternative will be 
identified for each RAA and combined with the others to form the recommended remedy 
for OU4. 
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4. Remedial Action Objectives  

RAOs are specific goals for protecting human health and the environment.  The 
development of these goals involved considering ARARs and To Be Considered (TBC) 
guidance as well as the results of the BHHRA and ERA.  An overview of ARARs and 
TBC guidance is presented in this section, followed by identification of site-specific 
ARARs.  PRGs were subsequently selected that conform to the ARARs and TBCs and 
then, General Response Actions (GRAs) were selected to satisfy the RAOs. 

4.1. Overview of ARARs 
4.1.1. Definition of ARARs 
Section 121(d) of CERCLA states that remedial actions must attain a degree of cleanup 
of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants which would assure protection of 
human health and the environment.  Section 121(d)(2)(A) of CERCLA provides that the 
cleanup must meet certain standards, requirements, criteria, and limitations derived from 
specified Federal environmental laws.  This section also provides that the cleanup must 
meet certain standards, requirements, criteria, and limitations derived from State 
environmental or facility siting laws if these are more stringent than the Federal standards 
or criteria or if these State standards come from an approved, delegated program and 
have been identified by the State in a timely manner, and that remedial actions must 
comply with or waive identified ARARs.   

Many federal and state environmental and public health agencies develop criteria, 
advisories, guidance, and proposed standards that are not legally enforceable, but contain 
information that would be helpful in carrying out or in determining the level of 
protectiveness of selected remedies.  TBC materials are meant to complement the use of 
ARARs not compete with or replace them.  Because TBCs are not ARARs, their 
identification and use are not mandatory. Where no ARARs exist to address a particular 
situation, the TBCs may be used to set cleanup targets (in conjunction with a baseline risk 
assessment).   

ARARs consist of two sets of requirements: those that are applicable and those that are 
relevant and appropriate.   

 Applicable requirements are those substantive standards that specifically address a 
hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other 
circumstance at a CERCLA site.   
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 Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup requirements promulgated 

under federal or state law that, while not “applicable” to a hazardous substance, 
pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at an 
National Priority List site, address problems or situations sufficiently similar 
(relevant) to those encountered, and are well-suited (appropriate) to circumstances at 
the particular site. The relevance and appropriateness of a requirement can be judged 
by comparing a number of factors including the characteristics of the remedial 
action, the hazardous substances in question, or the physical circumstances of the 
site with those addressed in the requirement. The objective and origin of the 
requirement are also considered. Requirements must be both relevant and 
appropriate to be ARARs.   

A requirement that is judged to be relevant and appropriate must be complied with to the 
same degree as if it were applicable. 

4.1.2. Types of ARARs 
Any substantive environmental requirement has the potential to be an ARAR. A 
substantive requirement typically specifies a level or standard of control, although it 
could also provide performance criteria or location restrictions. To simplify the universe 
of such requirements, USEPA divides ARARs into three categories to facilitate 
identification: 

 Chemical-Specific ARARs are either health- or risk-based numerical values or 
methodologies that establish the acceptable amount or concentration of a chemical 
that may remain in or be discharged to the environment.  If more than one such 
requirement applies to a contaminant, compliance with the more stringent applicable 
requirement is necessary.   

 Location-Specific ARARs are restrictions based on the concentration of hazardous 
substances or the conduct of activities in specific locations.  Requirements 
addressing wetlands, historic places, floodplains, or sensitive ecosystems and 
habitats are potential location-specific ARARs. 

 Action-Specific ARARs are restrictions on the conduct of certain activities or the 
operation of certain technologies at a particular site, and are primarily used to assess 
the feasibility of remedial technologies and alternatives.  Regulations that dictate the 
design, construction, and operating characteristics of incinerators, air stripping units, 
or landfills are examples of action-specific ARARs. 

4.2. Identification of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements 

4.2.1. Chemical-Specific ARARs and TBCs 
Chemical-specific ARARs define concentration limits for environmental media.  
Chemical-specific ARARs are listed in Table 4-1.   
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4.2.2. Location-Specific ARARs and TBCs 

 Floodplains and Wetlands 4.2.2.1.

The majority of remediation activities in OU4 would be conducted either within the 
limits of Bound Brook, Green Brook, or in the adjacent floodplain soils, much of which 
are classified as wetlands (see Figure 2-5).  The federal and state ARARs and TBC 
materials associated with protecting floodplains and wetlands during remedial activities 
are listed in Table 4-2.  

 Historical and Cultural Resources 4.2.2.2.

Cultural resources were studied as part of OU2 remedial activities.  A cultural resources 
survey will be conducted in conjunction with the OU4 remedial design for areas within 
the Bound Brook floodplain.  Additional surveys may need to be conducted prior to 
remedial activity to ensure that no historic resources would be impacted by the activity, 
in accordance with ARARs listed in Table 4-2. 

 Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species 4.2.2.3.

An endangered species survey was conducted as part of the OU2 remedial activities and 
summarized in the Revised Final Habitat Assessment Report (Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.,  
2008). In June 2007, the NJDEP Division of Parks and Forestry, Office of Land 
Management, Natural Heritage Program was contacted to determine if rare flora and 
fauna were potentially present within and/or adjacent to the former CDE facility. 
Correspondence received from the National Heritage Program indicated that there are no 
records for occurrences of rare floral or faunal species, nor ecological communities 
supporting such species on or within one-quarter mile of the former CDE facility. The 
USEPA did conduct an informal Section 7 consultation with the USFWS in 1999. 
Information received from USFWS indicated that except for the transient bald eagle, no 
federally-listed species were known to occur in the project area.  

As discussed in Section 2.6.2, another review of the Natural Heritage Database and 
Landscape Project (Version 3.1) was conducted by the New Jersey Natural Heritage 
Program in September 2012 and several threatened, endangered, and special concern 
species were identified as occurring within or in the vicinity (1/4 mile) of the OU4 Study 
Area.  An Indiana Bat survey was conducted by the USACE and USFWS in 2008 outside 
of the OU4 study area. 

4.2.3. Action-Specific ARARs and TBCs 
Most action-specific ARARs and TBC information address treatment, transportation, and 
disposal of hazardous waste.  Table 4-3 includes descriptions of action-specific ARARs 
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that may be associated with potential remedial actions.  A discussion of ARAR 
compliance for specific remedial alternatives is included in Sections 7 through 10. 

4.3. Remedial Action Objectives 

4.3.1. Potential for Restoration 
In developing RAOs for OU4, USEPA expects to return Bound Brook, Green Brook, and 
the associated floodplain areas to beneficial uses wherever practicable within a timeframe 
that is reasonable given the characteristics of the Site.  The RAOs for OU4 have been 
developed to satisfy these expectations with respect to the prevention of exposure to 
contaminated sediment, soil, and surface water via direct contact, ingestion, inhalation or 
tissue residue.   

The RAOs for OU4 are as follows: 

Sediment/Floodplain Soils (SS): 

 Reduce cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards to acceptable levels for people 
eating fish and shellfish by reducing the concentrations of PCBs in the sediments of 
Bound Brook. 

 Reduce direct-contact and recreational exposure risks to human receptors to 
acceptable levels by reducing the concentrations of PCBs in the sediments and 
floodplain soils. 

 Reduce the risks to ecological receptors to acceptable levels by reducing the 
concentrations of PCBs and VOCs in the sediments and floodplain soils, allowing 
recovery of fish population.  

 Reduce the migration of PCB-contaminated sediments and floodplain soils from 
upstream areas, including to areas below the New Market Pond dam. 

Capacitor Debris (CD): 

 Reduce or eliminate the direct-contact threat associated with contaminated soil and 
debris, including capacitors and capacitor parts in the capacitor debris area to levels 
protective of current and reasonably anticipated future land uses. The most 
conservative land use anticipated for the site would be a future recreational user. 

 Reduce the risks to ecological receptors by removing or preventing direct contact 
with concentrations of PCBs in the capacitor debris area. 

 Prevent contaminant migration to sediments and surface water. 
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 Remove, treat, or contain principal threat waste (PTW)11 to the extent practical. 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water (GW): 

 Prevent migration of contaminated groundwater above acceptable surface water 
quality standards to the surface water and sediments. 

Municipal Water Line (WL):  

 Ensure protectiveness of the OU2 and OU4 remedies by mitigating the potential for 
failure of the municipal waterline present below the OU2 cap. 

Controlling human exposure to groundwater was not included in the RAOs as there is no 
direct exposure pathway to groundwater/pore water. Remediation of the groundwater 
source was addressed in OU3. 

4.3.2. Contaminant Source Areas 
The primary sources of contaminants in Bound Brook, and hence the surrounding 
floodplain soils, include: 

 Historical (direct) discharges from the former CDE facility site drainage to the 
brook. 

 Transport of contaminated surface soils from the former CDE facility via surface 
storm runoff into the brook. 

 Historical disposal of capacitors and process waste in the banks of Bound Brook 
adjacent to the former CDE facility (referred to as the ‘side slope’ of the former 
CDE facility in subsequent discussions). 

 Ongoing discharge of impacted groundwater to Bound Brook.     

 Leaching of contaminants from buried capacitors in the banks of Bound Brook. 

In 2012, USEPA completed remedial activities at the former CDE facility.  This work 
addressed CVOCs and PCBs in the overburden soil, eliminating a primary source area for 

11 The floodplain between the existing OU2 cap and Bound Brook near RM6.6 contains large quantities of 
contaminated soil (total PCB concentrations greater than 1,000 mg/kg) and capacitor debris.  This material has been 
identified as a principal threat waste (PTW), given the high concentrations of PCBs in close proximity to surface water.  
Based on USEPA guidance for sites in industrial areas, PCBs at concentrations of 500 mg/kg or greater will generally 
constitute a principal threat; this was USEPA’s PTW threshold for OU2.  For sites in residential areas, principal threats 
will generally include soils contaminated at concentrations greater than 100 mg/kg PCBs.  For floodplain soils in the 
CD RAA outside of the boundaries of the former CDE facility, the USEPA is using the more conservative guideline of 
100 mg/kg total PCBs to define PTW for OU4, as opposed to the 500 mg/kg value used for OU2.  The 100 mg/kg PTW 
threshold was used for the Woodbrook site.  The difference between 100 and 500 mg/kg has little effect on the cost of 
the CD alternatives, because the region expects that there is little difference in volumes between these two values. 
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contamination in the brook.  The OU4 remedy will address the remediation of capacitors 
and process waste still present in the banks of Bound Brook outside the limits of 
remediation for the former CDE facility (some of which is contained below an erosion 
control layer constructed along the banks of Bound Brook by USEPA via a Removal 
Action in 2008) and control of discharge of shallow contaminated groundwater into 
Bound Brook, as well as the removal of sediments and floodplain soils that exceed PRGs.  

4.4. Preliminary Remediation Goals 
While currently there are no chemical-specific ARARs for sediment cleanup limits, TBC 
requirements have been developed. USEPA has established regional screening levels for 
soil and NJDEP has promulgated soil remediation standards, although these do not apply 
to sediment.  Both standards are risked-based.  

A RA was prepared for the OU4 Study Area to assess the risk, consistent with the RAOs, 
associated with contaminants in the Study Area and to identify COPC/COPEC for the 
Site (see Section 3.9).  Based on the results of the RA, PRGs were established 
(Appendix D) that will be used for developing actions to prevent exposure to sediment, 
soils, surface water, and tissue residue that exceed applicable regulatory and/or risk-based 
levels. 

Sediment and Floodplain Soil: 

 1 mg/kg total PCBs.   

Capacitor Debris: 

 1 mg/kg total PCBs. 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water: 

 Prevent releases to surface water that would result in sediment concentrations in 
excess of the sediment PRG of 1 mg/kg of total PCBs. 
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5. Methodologies for Screening and Evaluating 
Remedial Action Technologies  

The purpose of this section is to define the multi-step process that was used to screen and 
evaluate potential alternatives for each of the RAAs.  The technology selection and 
screening processes were conducted in accordance with USEPA’s RI/FS Guidance for 
CERCLA Sites (USEPA, 1988). Technologies evaluated included those presented in 
USEPA’s Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites 
(USEPA 2005).  

Several databases, guidance documents, and journal articles addressing remediation 
technologies and approaches were used to identify potentially applicable remedial 
technologies for OU4.  The following sources are of particular note:   

 Federal Remediation Technologies Roundtable website 
(http://www.frtr.gov/matrix2/top_page.html). 

 USEPA Hazardous Waste Clean-up Information (CLU-IN) web site 
(http://www.clu-in.org/). 

 Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (USEPA, 
2005). 

 Technical Guidelines for the Environmental Dredging of Contaminated Sediments, 
ERDC/EL TR-08-29 (USACE, 2008b) . 

 Monitored Natural Recovery at Contaminated Sediment Sites, ESTCP Project ER-
0622 (ESTCP, 2009). 

 Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediments Program, Remediation 
Guidance Document (USEPA, 1994). 

 Equipment and Placement Techniques for Subaqueous Capping (Bailey and 
Palermo, 2005). 

5.1. General Response Action Screening 
The first step was to screen GRAs for the RAAs.  For each GRA, technology classes for 
achieving the GRAs were selected.  The selected technology classes were then expanded 
into lists of potentially applicable process options. Applicable GRA process options were 
selected based on an understanding of the characteristics (physical and chemical) of the 
pertinent contaminated medium and the technologies that are available to address that 
medium.  The universe of potentially applicable technology types and process options 
was reduced by screening the technologies and process options with respect to technical 
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feasibility for the applicable RAA using the information collected during the RI, as well 
as other information generated during work on OU2 and OU3.  The major factors that 
influence the technical feasibility of remedial technologies for OU4 include the presence 
of various contaminant classes in the sediments and floodplain soils; the shallow depth of 
fractured bedrock under the sediment bed; the depth to groundwater in portions of the 
Site; the presence of capacitor debris in the side slopes of the former CDE facility 
adjacent to Bound Brook; the on-going discharge of contaminated groundwater to the 
brook; and the anticipated redevelopment activities at the former CDE facility property. 

The list of process options was refined by evaluating each in terms of technical 
implementability.  Process options that were clearly infeasible were eliminated.  Because 
remediation of OU4 encompasses three different media (sediment, soil, and 
groundwater), the screening process evaluated which process option was applicable to a 
particular medium.  The applicability of each GRA to the different media is indicated in 
the screening summary. The technologies identified and evaluated during this FS may be 
supplemented by other technologies during subsequent phases of OU4 studies, remedial 
design, and/or remedial construction. 

5.2. Technology Screening for Effectiveness, Implementability 
and Relative Cost 

Technologies and process options that were retained after the initial GRA screening for 
technical implementability were subjected to a second round of screening which involved 
evaluating each option in terms of implementability, effectiveness, and relative costs as 
described below. 

 Implementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of 
implementing a particular process option.  Technologies that are clearly not 
applicable to the OU4 Study Area were rejected during the GRA screening process; 
therefore, consideration of implementability focused on the administrative 
implementability of process options, including the following: 

 The constructability of the remedial technology or process option under current 
facility conditions. 

 The time needed to implement the remedial technology or process option to 
achieve beneficial results and to satisfy the RAOs. 

 Availability and capacity of off-site treatment, storage, and disposal services. 
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The implementability evaluation also emphasized the institutional aspects of 
implementability, such as the ability to obtain necessary permits for work occurring off-
site, establishing substantive compliance requirements for work occurring on-site, and the 
availability of necessary equipment and skilled workers to implement the technologies.   

 Effectiveness involves the following considerations: 

 The ability of the process option to effect reductions in the toxicity, mobility, 
and/or volume of each of the contaminants of potential concern in each of the 
media to be remediated. 

 How well the process option would handle the estimated volume of 
soil/sediment/groundwater to be remediated. 

 The potential short-term impacts to human health and the environment during the 
construction and implementation phases. 

 How proven and reliable is the process with respect to the challenging geological 
conditions and concentrations of contaminants present at OU4. 

 Cost evaluations are based on the relative capital and operations and maintenance 
(O&M) costs.  Cost discriminators used for preliminary screening are defined in 
terms of high, moderate, and low, based on engineering judgment and previous 
experience.  In accordance with the RI/FS guidance (USEPA, 1988), cost plays a 
limited role in the preliminary screening of technologies and process options. 

A detailed discussion of the screening process result is presented for each of the RAAs in 
the following sections: Section 7.0 (SS), Section 8.0 (CD), and Section 9.0 (GW).  For 
the WL RAA, process options are identified and screened in Section 10.0.   

5.3. Rationale for Assembly of Alternatives 
Following the second round of screening, the retained remedial technologies and process 
options were used to assemble potential remedial alternatives for achieving the RAOs.  
The alternatives developed and screened in this FS are conceptual; the characteristics of 
these alternatives should be considered to be approximate and for comparison purposes 
only.  Specific design details would be addressed during the remedial design (RD) phase.   

Remedial alternatives must conform to the requirements identified in CERCLA, as 
amended, and to the NCP.  CERCLA Section 121(d) requires that Superfund remedial 
actions attain ARARs unless specific waivers are granted and that remedial actions be 
protective of human health and the environment.  CERCLA Section 121(b) and the NCP 
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identify the following statutory preferences when developing and evaluating remedial 
alternatives: 

 Remedial actions involving treatment which permanently and significantly reduce 
the volume, toxicity, or mobility of contaminants are preferred over remedial actions 
not involving such treatment. 

 Off-site transport and disposal of hazardous substances or contaminated materials 
without treatment is considered to be the least favored remedial action alternative 
when practical treatment technologies are available. 

 Remedial actions using permanent solutions, alternative treatment technologies, or 
resource recovery technologies shall be assessed.  

 Use engineering controls (i.e., containment) for wastes that pose a relatively low 
long-term threat or where treatment is impracticable. 

 Use a combination of methods where appropriate. 

 Use institutional controls, as appropriate, for short- and long-term management to 
prevent or limit exposure. 

The following assumptions have been made in developing the remedial alternatives for 
OU4: 

 There are no on-going contaminant releases from overburden soil at the former CDE 
facility because remediation activities at OU2 have been completed and the former 
CDE facility is capped.  This does not include material buried in the soil adjacent to 
the former CDE facility (i.e., capacitor debris observed in the deep soil borings 
advanced as part of the OU4 RI) and the banks of Bound Brook (side slope area) 
which will be addressed as part of OU4 under the CD RAA. 

 The OU3 ROD deferred addressing contaminated groundwater discharging to Bound 
Brook to OU4.  Although field investigation results combined with numerical 
modeling indicate that while groundwater contamination has attenuated and the 
bedrock has the capacity to further attenuate the plume, back diffusion of 
contaminants from the contaminated bedrock matrix into groundwater will cause a 
continuous discharge of CVOCs and PCBs into Bound Brook.  The anticipated 
timeframe for groundwater to meet Federal maximum contaminant levels is likely to 
be greater than a hundred years.  Because of this, the system for controlling 
groundwater discharges to the brook may need to be operated in perpetuity (i.e., 
significantly more than 30 years). 

 For cost estimating purposes only, it was assumed that the remedial alternatives have 
an implementation time frame of 30 years in accordance with CERCLA guidance for 
costing remedial alternatives.  The actual duration of the proposed remedies would 
be based on monitoring results.  The 30-year time frame and cost evaluations are 
used in the FS to provide a consistent basis for comparison of alternatives. 
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 It will be necessary to locate land in the Study Area to construct a sediment/soil 

processing facility. It is not anticipated that the former CDE facility will be available 
at the time of construction for OU4 so an alternative site will need to be identified.  
For purposes of analysis, it was assumed that a suitably-sized parcel would be 
identified roughly mid-point in the Study Area between RM4 and RM5. 

 Rail transport would be preferable for the off-site transport of contaminated material 
for treatment and/or disposal (if necessary), although that would entail locating a 
processing facility site with a rail spur or siding.  The feasibility of constructing a 
dedicated rail spur at the designated sediment/soil processing facility should be 
evaluated during the RD stage of the project. If a processing facility is not available 
with rail access, truck transport would be used. 

 In developing alternatives, consideration was given to combining 
technologies/process options or the use of selected process options on limited 
portions of the site.  For example, hydraulic dredging would not be effective for 
sediment removal for the majority of the sediment in the Bound Brook channel due 
to rocky conditions and debris in the brook; however, it is potentially feasible in 
New Market Pond.  Similarly, capping is not effective for the majority of the brook 
due to the low flow conditions during parts of the year (the amount of sediment that 
would need to be removed to accommodate the cap thickness and maintain water 
depth would eliminate the need for a cap over much of the area); however, it is 
potentially feasible in New Market Pond, with or without sediment removal, or in 
portions of the floodplain.  While capping may not be feasible to prevent contact 
with the contaminated sediment in the brook channel for the reasons described 
above, the excavation of bedrock from the bed of Bound Brook adjacent to the 
former CDE facility to permit the installation of a reactive cap to treat discharging 
groundwater in that area only (GW RAA) would be an exception to the general 
conclusion that capping is not feasible in the brook channel. 

 No remediation alternatives are proposed for surface water.  The primary approach 
to remediation of surface water would be to control the discharge of impacted 
groundwater and to remove contaminated sediment and soils within the OU4 Study 
Area, thereby preventing resuspension of sediments and potential transport of 
contaminated soils into Bound Brook during flood events.  The existing silt trap 
(located upstream of New Market Pond) would be retained and cleaned following 
sediment remediation.  During preparation of the FS, consideration was given to 
additional options that could be implemented in conjunction with other remedial 
activities at the site to improve surface water quality, such as chemical additives to 
promote settling of particle-associated PCBs and other contaminants.  No examples 
of full-scale uses of this approach at other sites were identified. While this approach 
may be feasible, its impacts are unknown.  Given the other alternatives under 
consideration, the use of an unproven technology was not warranted. 
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Section 5 
Methodologies for Screening and Evaluating Remedial Action 

Technologies  

 

5.4. Evaluation of Alternatives 
Each of the remedial alternatives developed was assessed using the evaluation criteria 
specified in the NCP as detailed in 40 CFR 300.430(e)(9). The objective of the detailed 
analysis was to provide enough information about each alternative to facilitate the 
selection of remedial actions for implementation.  The analysis consisted of the following 
components: 

 A detailed evaluation of each remedial alternative in relation to the two “threshold” 
criteria and five “balancing” criteria listed in the NCP. (Note: Under the NCP, there 
are two additional “modifying” criteria [i.e., state acceptance and community 
acceptance of the remedial alternatives] that are evaluated after the FS has been 
completed as part of USEPA’s Responsiveness Summary to the Proposed Plan.  
Information on these criteria is provided for reference only.) 

 A comparative analysis of the alternatives evaluated for each RAA to assess the 
relative performance of each alternative in relation to the others and the evaluation 
criteria. 

The nine evaluation criteria in the NCP are described in the following subsections. 

5.4.1. Threshold Criteria 
To be eligible for selection, an alternative must meet the two threshold criteria described 
below.  

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment.  Evaluation of the overall 
protectiveness of an alternative focuses on whether the alternative provides adequate 
protection and describes how risks associated with the potential site-specific exposure 
pathways are mitigated through removal, treatment, engineering, and/or institutional 
controls.  Overall protection of human health and the environment draws on the 
assessments of other evaluation criteria, especially long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs. 

Compliance with ARARs.  This evaluation criterion is used to assess whether a remedial 
alternative would satisfy the federal and state ARARs identified in Section 4.2 of this FS. 
If ARARs cannot be achieved, a waiver must be justified under one or more of the 
statutory criteria. 

5.4.2. Balancing Criteria 
The five “balancing” criteria are the primary criteria upon which the detailed evaluation 
and comparative analysis of alternatives is based.  The evaluation of each of the criteria is 
performed in sufficient detail to understand the significant aspects of each alternative and 
to identify the uncertainties associated with the evaluation. 
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence.  The long-term effectiveness and 
permanence criterion addresses the results of a remedial action in terms of the risk 
remaining at the site after response objectives have been met.  Consideration should be 
given to residual risk remaining from treatment of residuals and/or untreated constituents 
at the conclusion of remedial activities and the requirement for a five-year review for 
contamination remaining on-site.  In addition, the evaluation should include an 
assessment of the adequacy and reliability of remedial controls, if any, that are used to 
manage residuals or untreated constituents remaining at the Site.  Issues for evaluation 
are type and degree of long-term management and O&M functions.   

Reduction in Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume through Treatment.  This criterion 
addresses the statutory preference for selecting remedial actions that employ treatment 
technologies that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
the hazardous substances.   

Short-Term Effectiveness.  This criterion addresses the effects of the remedial 
alternative on human health and the environment during the construction, 
implementation, and operational phases of remedial action until response objectives have 
been met.  Consideration is given to protection of the community and workers during 
construction phases and the effectiveness and reliability of available worker protection 
measures.  Other considerations include the potential short-term adverse environmental 
impacts that may result from the implementation of an alternative and the time required 
to complete construction and O&M activities to achieve remedial objectives.  Estimated 
remedial timeframes are based on the time required to remediate sites with similar 
COPCs and conditions, COPC degradation data, and professional judgment.   

Implementability.  The implementability criterion addresses the technical and 
administrative feasibility of implementing an alternative.  Factors considered in this 
evaluation include the following: 

 Technical feasibility including the technical difficulties and unknowns associated 
with the construction and operation of a technology, the reliability of the technology, 
the ease of undertaking additional remedial actions, and the ability to monitor the 
effectiveness of the remedy. 

 Administrative feasibility including the activities needed to coordinate with other 
agencies and the effort and time required to obtain necessary approvals and permits 
from the other agencies (e.g., for off-site actions). 

 Availability of services and materials including the availability of adequate off-site 
treatment, storage capacity, and disposal services, the availability of necessary 
equipment and specialists and necessary additional resources, the availability of 
services and materials, and the availability of prospective technologies. 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 5-7 

 



 

 

Section 5 
Methodologies for Screening and Evaluating Remedial Action 

Technologies  

 
Cost.  The cost criterion for CERCLA evaluations is divided into two categories: capital 
costs and annual O&M costs.  Consistent with the RI/FS guidance (USEPA, 1988), cost 
estimates performed during the feasibility study stage are expected to provide an 
accuracy of -30 percent to +50 percent and are based on constant (no inflation) 2014 
costs.  Cost tables, including a summary of major cost assumptions, are presented in each 
section for the separate RAAs.   

 Capital Costs. Capital costs are defined as those expenditures required when 
initiating and implementing a remedial action.  These are short-term costs and are 
exclusive of costs required to maintain the action throughout the project lifetime.  
These direct costs include construction costs and expenditures for equipment, labor, 
disposal, start-up, and materials required during the remedial action installation.  Bid 
and scope contingencies are applied to the remedial alternatives, as appropriate, in 
accordance with USEPA cost estimating guidance (USEPA, 2000).  The bid 
contingency accounts for factors that tend to increase costs associated with 
constructing a given project scope, such as economic/bidding climate, contractor’s 
uncertainty regarding liability and insurance on environmental cleanup sites, adverse 
weather, and geotechnical unknowns.  The bid contingency also covers changes 
during final design and implementation.  Scope contingencies include provisions for 
inherent uncertainties such as expansion of the extent of remediation needed and 
regulatory or policy changes that may affect the initial assumptions.  The costs for 
predesign investigations, engineering design, construction management, and project 
management are also included in the capital costs. 

 O&M Costs. Annual O&M costs are associated with measures required to maintain 
the effectiveness of response actions.  These costs include labor, monitoring, 
materials, utilities, residuals disposal, administrative support, and Site reviews.  The 
cost estimates generated for this analysis are based on a 30-year O&M period; 
however, a longer timeframe may apply for some of the remedial alternatives.  For 
example, because of the TI waiver issued for OU3, GW alternatives are anticipated 
to operate in perpetuity.  

 Present Value Analysis. In order to compare costs for alternatives that have different 
implementation time frames, the present value for each alternative was calculated.  A 
discount rate of 7 percent is used for the present value calculation, in accordance 
with USEPA guidance (USEPA 2000).  Although USEPA guidance directs the use 
of a 7 percent discount rate for the FS present value analysis, the real 30-year 
discount rate as published in Appendix C of the Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-94, Guidance and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal 
Programs (January 2014), is 1.9 percent.   
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5.4.3. Modifying Criteria 
The modifying criteria were not addressed in this FS since they are evaluated after the FS 
is completed as part of USEPA’s Responsiveness Summary to the Proposed Plan; they 
are mentioned below in the interest of explaining the remedy selection process. 

State Acceptance.  This criterion provides the state–in this case, the State of New 
Jersey–with the opportunity to assess technical or administrative issues and concerns 
regarding each of the alternatives.  State acceptance is not addressed in this document, 
but would be addressed in the proposed plan and the ROD.   

Community Acceptance.  Issues and concerns the public may have regarding each of the 
alternatives fall under this criterion.  As with state acceptance, this criterion would be 
addressed in the ROD once comments on the FS and proposed plan have been received 
and evaluated.   
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6. Technical Implementability Screening 
for SS, CA, GW 

Results of the screening of technologies and process options identified for each GRA for 
technical implementability are discussed below. Table 6-1 lists the identified 
technologies and process options and summarizes the outcome of the technical 
implementability screening.  For each technology/process option, the associated RAA is 
identified.  

6.1. General Response Actions 
GRAs are broad classes of responses or remedies developed to meet the RAOs.  The 
GRAs consider the nature of the contamination (e.g., dissolved in groundwater and 
diffused into, or sorbed onto, the environmental media); the COPCs/COPECs; the 
physical, hydrological, and hydrogeological characteristics of the Site; and existing 
infrastructure.  Eight GRAs have been identified for OU4: 

 No Action 

 Institutional Controls  

 Monitoring 

 Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR)/ Enhanced Monitored Natural Recovery 
(EMNR)/Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) 

 Containment 

 Removal 

 Ex Situ Treatment  

 Beneficial Use/Disposal 

In reviewing GRAs for OU4, consideration was given to the results of work done at the 
Site for OU2 and OU3.  For example, there are two common GRAs for addressing 
groundwater contamination at CERCLA sites – removal and containment. 

 Removal GRAs (i.e., extraction) are designed to collect and treat contaminated 
groundwater reducing the mass or toxicity of contaminants.  

 Containment GRAs (i.e., hydraulic control) are intended to prevent the migration of 
contaminated groundwater.  
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In the OU3 RI, removal was not considered an applicable GRA for OU3 because most of 
the OU3 contaminant mass is present in the bedrock matrix and it has been determined to 
be technically impracticable (see Section 1.5.4) to reduce the volume, mobility, or 
toxicity of the contaminants through extraction and treatment.  On the other hand, 
containment was retained as an applicable GRA for OU3 because modeling performed as 
part of the OU3 RI showed that it was feasible to control the migration of contaminated 
groundwater in the upper portions of the aquifer through a limited pump and treat system. 
Containment options (i.e., hydraulic control) through groundwater extraction removes 
only the contaminant mass that is present in the bedrock fractures within the area of 
hydraulic influence and is not intended to remediate the entire groundwater plume, which 
would include bedrock pore water (matrix).   

In OU4, the primary concern associated with groundwater is preventing the discharge of 
contaminants into Bound Brook.  Because modeling during the OU3 RI showed this 
approach was potentially feasible, the containment GRA was retained for additional 
evaluation for OU4 as a means of controlling the discharge of contaminated groundwater 
to sediment and surface water to prevent recontamination of any in-stream remedy. 

USEPA invoked a TI waiver for OU3 in the OU 3 ROD (USEPA 2012) deferring action 
on the shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the former CDE facility that has the 
potential to discharge to Bound Brook.   

6.2. GRA: No Action 
Under the no action response, no remedial actions would be performed to reduce the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated sediment, soil, capacitor debris, surface 
water or groundwater/pore water.  No institutional controls would be implemented as part 
of the No Action GRA.  The NCP requires that the No Action alternative be developed 
and evaluated to serve as a baseline against which the performance of other GRAs may 
be compared.  Therefore, the no action response will be retained for further evaluation for 
each RAA. 

6.3. GRA: Institutional Controls  
Institutional controls are legal or administrative measures designed to prevent or reduce 
human exposure to hazardous substances. The remedial technology identified under the 
Institutional Controls GRA consists of administrative restrictions focused on minimizing 
potential contact with contaminated media.  Institutional controls are generally 
implemented in conjunction with other remedy components. The process option includes 
the fish consumption advisory and waterway use restriction already in place for Bound 
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Brook and New Market Pond.  Additional controls could include land use restrictions in 
impacted upland areas to prevent human contact with and the spread of contaminants.  
This process option is technically feasible and has been retained for further screening for 
all RAAs. 

6.4. GRA: Monitoring 
This GRA relies on the regular on-going collection of data on conditions in the OU4 
Study Area to assess the potential risk to human health and the environment, and to 
determine if additional action is warranted.  Monitoring is usually incorporated into the 
long-term site maintenance to ensure that a remedial action has achieved the desired 
results or to monitor for changes in site conditions that could disrupt the installed remedy 
in the future. This approach may be warranted as the sole action in situations that do not 
pose an imminent threat of exposure to contaminants. This process option is technically 
feasible and has been retained for further screening for all RAAs. 

6.5. GRA: Monitored Natural Recovery (MNR)/Enhanced 
Monitored Natural Recovery (EMNR)/Monitored Natural 
Attenuation (MNA) 

This GRA relies on natural mechanisms including dispersion, dilution, adsorption, 
diffusion, and biodegradation to reduce contaminant concentrations in impacted media.  
Under this GRA, there is little to no intervention to manipulate the physical, geochemical, 
or hydrological regime.  MNR typically refers to sediment remediation; Enhanced MNR 
is a variation of MNR whereby a thin layer of soil is placed on top of the sediment to 
promote conditions conducive to MNR. MNA is used when referring to soil or 
groundwater remediation.  Comprehensive monitoring is a required component of this 
GRA to evaluate and verify the progress of MNR/MNA as well as a contingency plan 
defining the appropriate response action(s) should MNR/MNA not perform as expected.   

 MNR and EMNR are technically feasible and, therefore, were retained for further 
evaluation (SS RAA).   

 MNA was eliminated from further consideration for groundwater because the 
discharge of contaminated groundwater from the bedrock matrix in the vicinity of 
Bound Brook is expected to continue for decades, or perhaps centuries, and would 
prevent RAOs from being achieved in a timely manner. 

 MNR/EMNR/MNA were not considered suitable for the CD RAA due to the high 
concentrations of contaminants observed in soil samples, the depth of the 
contaminants within the soil column, and the proximity of the contaminants to 
Bound Brook and residential properties. 
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6.6. GRA: Containment 
Containment options typically are not aimed at reducing the volume or toxicity of 
contaminants but rather at controlling the spread of contaminants to existing or potential 
future downgradient receptors.  Containment technologies include barriers (e.g., cutoff 
walls such as slurry walls, sheet pile walls, or grout curtains), hydraulic controls (e.g., 
extraction pumping, interceptor trenches), capping, and structural controls (e.g., sediment 
traps).  These technologies contain the impacted medium in its current location 
preventing its migration and potentially allowing for subsequent removal.  The 
technology classes and associated process options screened under this GRA are described 
below. 

6.6.1. Technology Class:  Barriers 
Barriers serve either to prevent potential receptors from coming into contact with 
contaminants or to control the migration of contaminants. 

 Cutoff Walls: Cutoff walls are impermeable barriers installed in the ground that are 
used to prevent the migration of contaminated groundwater (GW RAA) There are a 
number of forms of cutoff walls that have been used at other CERCLA sites. 
 Slurry Wall:  A slurry wall consists of a vertically excavated trench that is filled 

with a low-permeability slurry mixture, such as a soil, bentonite, and water, to 
stabilize the trench walls. A soil-bentonite backfill material is then placed into the 
trench (displacing the slurry) to create the cutoff wall. Slurry walls provide a low 
permeability barrier with chemical resistance. Other wall compositions, such as 
cement/bentonite, pozzolan/bentonite, attapulgite, organically-modified bentonite, 
or slurry/geomembrane composite, may be used if greater structural strength is 
required or if chemical incompatibilities between bentonite and site contaminants 
exist.  Slurry walls are typically placed at depths up to 100 feet in unconsolidated 
media and are generally 2 to 4 feet in thickness.  At OU4, the installation of the 
slurry wall would entail controlled blasting to create a deep trench in the bedrock, 
potentially opening other fracture migration pathways that could reduce the 
intended effectiveness of the cut-off wall.  Installation of an impermeable barrier 
perpendicular to bedrock groundwater flow discharging to Bound Brook would 
merely divert the groundwater and associated contaminants around the wall, 
potentially causing the release of contaminants further along Bound Brook, to one 
of its tributaries, or to a new low-lying area.  Whether adequate attenuation of 
groundwater contaminants could be achieved during the new flow path, prior to 
eventual discharge, is highly uncertain; therefore, slurry walls were not be 
retained for further evaluation. 

 Grout Curtain:  Grouting consists of the injection of one of a variety of special 
fluids (e.g., epoxy, sodium silicate) or particulate grouts (e.g., Portland cement) 
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into the soil or bedrock matrix under high pressure.  Grouting reduces the 
permeability and increases the mechanical strength of the grouted zone.  When 
carried out in a linear pattern, grouting can result in a curtain (wall) that can be an 
effective barrier to groundwater flow.  The rate of grout injection and the spacing 
between the injection wells are critical.  If the injection rate is too slow, premature 
solidification occurs; if the injection rate is too fast, the formation may be 
fractured.  The advantage of a grout curtain is the ability to inject grout through 
relatively small diameter drill holes at unlimited depths.  The main disadvantage 
of grout curtains is the uncertainty that complete cutoff is attained, especially in 
fractured bedrock.  Given the highly fractured nature of the bedrock at the Site, it 
is unlikely that complete cutoff could be attained.  If constructed, a grout curtain 
would have the same impact on groundwater flow and discharge to Bound Brook 
as a slurry wall; therefore, this process option was not retained for further 
evaluation. 

 Sheet pile walls:  Sheet pile cutoff walls are constructed by driving sheet 
materials, typically steel, through unconsolidated materials with a pile driver or 
vibratory drivers.  This technology is not feasible for OU4 because it is 
technically infeasible to drive sheet pile material into bedrock; therefore, sheet 
piling was not retained for further evaluation. 

Cutoff walls would not be applicable to either the SS or the CD RAAs and site conditions 
limit their use for the GW RAA.  Therefore cutoff walls have not been retained for 
further evaluation. 

 Permeable Reactive Barriers (PRBs):  PRBs are generally intended for long-term 
operation to intercept and passively treat organic contaminants in groundwater.   
PRBs, unlike slurry walls or grout curtains, are designed to allow the flow of 
groundwater through the barrier to facilitate treatment of contaminants during the 
residence time within the barrier.  PRBs are installed across the flow path of a 
contaminant plume with the plume flowing passively through the wall. 
Contaminants carried within the water react with selected treatment materials placed 
within the wall to achieve treatment.  These reactive materials may include activated 
carbon (AC), zero valent iron (ZVI), chelators (ligands selected for their specificity 
for a given metal), sorbents, and microbes. The majority of PRBs installed to date 
use ZVI as the reactive medium in either a granular or nanoscale form to treat 
chlorinated organic contaminants; however, to effectively treat some of the 
constituents identified at OU4, such as PCBs, AC may need to be added to the ZVI 
(although the literature indicates that PCB dechlorination by nanoscale ZVI has been 
demonstrated, at least in bench-scale studies).  The media would need to be 
replenished periodically to maintain continuous operation of the system.  The 
selection of treatment media would be finalized during the RD. 
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As discussed in the OU4 RI (see Section 3.7), contaminated groundwater is 
discharging to Bound Brook in the portion of the brook adjacent to the former CDE 
facility. On the basis of OU3 hydraulic modeling results, the GRA concept envisions 
that the PRB would need to extend to an effective depth of 50 to 75 feet bgs along 
the northeastern and northwestern boundaries of the former CDE facility 
(approximately 1600 feet in length) to treat groundwater before it discharges to 
Bound Brook.  Further modeling of the groundwater flow regime during the RD, 
would be required to optimize the necessary construction depth to prevent discharge 
of groundwater contaminants to Bound Brook.  The modeling would need to 
consider the system design (e.g., the use of pumping wells either in the trench or 
down gradient of the trench to promote flow towards and through the PRB) and 
anticipated construction activities (e.g., controlled blasting and excavation creating 
new fissures and further flow paths through the bedrock and a high permeability 
rubble zone in the base of the trench) on the subsurface permeability. In addition, the 
PRB would need to be constructed as close to the brook as possible to avoid 
recontamination of the treated groundwater as it flows within the bedrock matrix, 
following passage through the PRB and before discharge to Bound Brook.   

PRBs represent a low O&M cost alternative compared to more active remediation 
systems such as a pump and treat system.  However, media replacement would have 
a significant impact on costs and the uncertainty on the required timing for media 
changeouts increases the risk associated with this alternative. Because the majority 
of the contaminant plume in the bedrock would remain untreated, it is expected that 
the PRB may be required to operate for decades or potentially centuries, assuming 
that it would continue for as long as concentrations of contaminants discharging to 
Bound Brook exceed PRGs. 

The use of a PRB has been retained for further evaluation for the GW RAA only.   

6.6.2. Technology Class:  Hydraulic Control 
Hydraulic control of groundwater would be aimed at preventing the contaminated 
groundwater in the shallow bedrock flow zone in OU3 from discharging into Bound 
Brook, thereby preventing potential recontamination of the sediment and surface water.  
As evidenced by the TI waiver issued for OU3 and information presented in the OU3 FS 
(Louis Berger 2012), it is technically impractical to extract and capture, or even treat in 
situ, the majority of the contaminant plume in the bedrock matrix.  However, hydraulic 
control aimed at capturing and extracting only the contaminants in the shallow 
groundwater which flows into Bound Brook is potentially feasible.  Potential options for 
hydraulic control include: 
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 Extraction Wells:  Hydraulic control may be achieved by controlling the direction 
of groundwater flow within capture zones, which are points of low hydraulic head to 
which nearby groundwater flows.  When groundwater is pumped from extraction 
wells, the groundwater potentiometric surface is modified.  By optimizing the 
extraction well locations and adjusting the groundwater pumping rates, the 
potentiometric surface can be manipulated to prevent contaminated groundwater 
carrying contaminants from migrating to receptors (in this case, Bound Brook).  This 
technology has been used at many sites including those in fractured rock settings, 
and may be technically feasible for OU4.  The water that is extracted would require 
treatment prior to discharge back into Bound Brook or to a publicly owned treatment 
works (POTW). Hydraulic control using groundwater extraction wells was retained 
for further evaluation. 

 Interceptor Trenches:  Interceptor trenches refer to a wide range of lateral 
groundwater collection systems, from tile-drain systems to deep horizontal well 
installations.  Recent technological advances in trench construction methods have 
led to the more frequent use of interceptor trenches.  Groundwater is directed to the 
interceptor trench as a result of a hydraulic head drop maintained across the length of 
the trench.  The hydraulic head drop can be a result of gravity drainage (as in a 
traditional French Drain) or can be induced by pumping from a collection sump 
attached to the trench system.  Interceptor trenches are typically used in shallow 
groundwater applications in unconsolidated media, offer no advantage over 
extraction wells, and are not cost-effective for hydraulic control at OU4 due to the 
need to excavate bedrock.  Interceptor trenches were not retained for further 
evaluation. 

 Impoundments: A dam could be constructed downstream of the Bound Brook 
groundwater discharge area to form an impoundment area with adequate water depth 
to counteract the hydraulic head of the groundwater discharging to the brook.  To 
create conditions that would prevent contaminated groundwater from discharging to 
the brook would require constructing a surface impoundment with a surface water 
level higher than the source area water level elevations, or at least 65 feet msl. The 
required elevation is based on a mean groundwater elevation of approximately 
63 feet msl recorded in Monitoring Well 14S-01 on the former CDE facility.  Water 
elevations in this area of the brook are currently between approximately 57 feet msl 
(at the downstream end) and approximately 59 feet msl (at the upstream end) based 
on 2012 water level measurements collected during the OU3 RI at surveyed staff 
gauges.  Because much of the area north of the facility and adjacent to the brook is 
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below elevation 65 feet msl, it would be necessary to either inundate the entire area 
or to create a large and complicated low-head dam.  Figure 6-1 outlines the areas that 
would be subject to inundation.  Based on a USGS topographic map of the area, this 
impoundment would likely inundate areas that are now occupied by residences, a 
park, and, potentially, commercial establishments.  Construction of a low-head dam 
to contain the impoundment would be a significant effort.  For this reason, the 
inundation scenario was not simulated in the OU3 groundwater model.  

If an impoundment were constructed, the diverted groundwater would be expected to 
discharge to Spring Lake, and possibly a location further downstream on Bound 
Brook or one of its tributaries. Decisions on the configuration of the impoundment 
would be necessary to accurately simulate its effect on groundwater flow; however, 
it is expected that the results of a detailed analysis would be similar to the 
impermeable liner scenario (see Section 6.6.3) with the majority of the contaminated 
groundwater being diverted towards the Park Avenue Well Field and Spring Lake.  

Inundation associated with this approach is expected to have significant adverse 
impacts on improved properties, requiring USEPA to negotiate costly land 
acquisition (see Figure 6-1).  Flooding is already a problem in sections of the brook; 
increasing the baseline water elevation would remove much of the available 
freeboard depth in the brook and tributaries, increasing the potential for flooding 
problems in the future.  The use of spillways or stream widening to provide 
additional capacity during flooding would substantially increase the amount of land 
impacted because of the flat terrain upstream of the former CDE facility. 
Coordination with the planned USACE flood study of Bound Brook would be 
critical.   

Due to the extended flow path, it is expected that the bedrock matrix would provide 
additional attenuation/matrix diffusion of groundwater contaminants prior to 
reaching the new discharge point.  Whether the attenuation of groundwater 
contaminants would be sufficient to meet PRGs prior to eventual discharge is highly 
uncertain.   

For these reasons, impoundments were not retained for further evaluation. 

Because the majority of the contaminant plume in the bedrock matrix would remain 
untreated, it is expected that, if implemented, a hydraulic control system may be 
required to operate for decades or potentially centuries, assuming that it would continue 
to operate for as long as concentrations of contaminants discharging to Bound Brook 
exceed PRGs.  
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Hydraulic control is only applicable to the GW RAA; the use of extraction wells for 
hydraulic control has been retained for further evaluation. 

6.6.3. Technology Class:  Capping  
Capping involves placing clean material over contaminated sediment or soil to isolate the 
underlying material, thereby preventing exposure to contaminants and/or controlling the 
infiltration of water through contaminated media and preventing the leaching of 
contaminants into surface or groundwater.  (It should be noted that capping and 
backfilling serve different purposes.  With capping, a significant portion of the 
contaminated media is left in place and the cap serves to isolate the contaminants from 
the environment. Backfilling is used to restore surface conditions to preconstruction or 
other design grades or, in the case of sediment, is placed over dredging residuals [i.e., a 
comparatively thin layer of sediment containing low levels of contaminants that remain in 
the waterway following dredging operations.]  Backfilling is not a process option, but 
rather a component of the removal process.) The capping material is selected based on 
the intended purpose of the cap.  Where isolation is the primary concern and infiltration 
control is not an issue, such as following sediment removal, coarse-grained materials are 
typically preferred over fine-grained materials.  The former is easier to place evenly, 
causes less turbidity during placement in water, and is less susceptible to erosion under 
high flow conditions.  Where infiltration control is important, a clay, geosynthetic, or 
composite (clay plus a geosynthetic material) cap is common.  Capping alternatives 
include a variety of approaches: 

 Sand/Soil Cap:  A subaqueous sand cap has been used at a number of CERCLA 
sites to isolate contaminated sediment from the environment. The subaqueous cap 
thickness (typically 6 to 18 inches thick depending on location and contaminants) is 
based on a number of factors including potential erosion forces, bioturbation, 
contaminant flux from groundwater/pore water discharge, potential for physical 
damage from site users, and ice scour during freezing conditions in a water body.  A 
subaqueous sand cap may be augmented by finer-grained organic soils to promote 
the reestablishment of benthic habitat following construction. Sand or soil caps can 
also be used in upland areas to isolate surface contaminants from site users.  Upland 
caps are typically 2 feet thick or more, depending on the location and site use, and 
covered with low-growing vegetation. Sand/soil caps have been retained for the SS 
RAA but rejected for the CD RAA. 

 Impermeable Cap:  An impermeable cap is a multi-layered cap constructed from 
low-permeability materials which is commonly used in upland areas to limit 
infiltration of water into waste/contaminant source materials and thereby 
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minimize/restrict leaching of contaminants into groundwater.  These types of caps 
are generally constructed of multiple layers each serving a different function in the 
overall performance of the cap.  Slope stability can be a concern if an impermeable 
cap is used in upland/bank areas where groundwater pressure can build up behind 
the cap and allowances are not made for drainage in the cap design.  In the CD RAA, 
an impermeable cap could be used to prevent the discharge of contaminated leachate 
into the brook.  However, the design of the cap would need to evaluate the need for 
capturing contaminated leachate from below the cap and treating it before it is 
discharged.  An impermeable cap was retained for the CD RAA for further 
consideration but rejected for the SS RAA. 

 Impermeable Liner: An impermeable liner (i.e., a ‘clay drape’) constructed of a 
geosynthetic liner or clay layer in the bed of Bound Brook could be used to prevent 
groundwater from discharging to the brook.  Constructing an impermeable liner 
system in the stream bed near the former CDE facility would change the local 
groundwater flow patterns resulting in the majority of the contaminated groundwater 
that currently discharges to Bound Brook, to move towards the Park Avenue Well 
Field; approximately one quarter of the contaminated water is expected to discharge 
to Spring Lake, Bound Brook, or elsewhere (refer to Figure 6-2).  Use of an 
impermeable liner in the brook has the potential to divert the contaminated 
groundwater to other discharge points in the brook, its tributaries, and area wetlands.   

The impact of such a liner system on conditions in Bound Brook was simulated 
using the calibrated groundwater model developed for OU3.  This evaluation 
required two simulations: 

 The first simulation incorporated an impermeable liner in Bound Brook only. 
This simulation indicated that much of the groundwater that currently discharges 
to Bound Brook would simply discharge to an unnamed tributary of the brook.   

 The second simulation included an impermeable liner in the unnamed tributary 
as well as well as in Bound Brook.   

In both simulations, the majority of the contaminated groundwater continued 
towards the Park Avenue Well Field if not allowed to discharge into Bound Brook.  
Figure 6-2 shows the particle tracks originating at the source area on the former CDE 
facility for each simulation, including the calibrated model base simulation. The 
following table shows the changes in groundwater discharge based on the two 
simulations.  Note that all groundwater not accounted for is expected to be diverted 
towards Park Avenue Well Field.  
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Simulation 
Adjacent 

Reach 
Upstream 

Reach 
Downstream 

Reach 
Unnamed 
Tributary  

Spring 
Lake 

Park Avenue 
Well Field* 

Calibrated -5,299 -147 -6,118 -275 -10,065 - 
Liner 1 -11 -225 -5,697 -446 -10,782 - 
Liner 2 -11 -226 -5,721 -2.4 -10,841 - 
Change in feet per day 
Liner 1 -5,288 78 -421 171 717 4743 
Liner 2 -5,288 79 -397 -272.6 776 5103 
Percentage of flow accounted for 
Liner 1 

 
-1% 

 
-3% -14% 82% 

Liner 2 
 

-1% 
  

-15% 84% 
Change in gpm 
Liner 1 -27.5 0.4 -2.2 0.9 3.7 25 
Liner 2 -27.5 0.4 -2.1 -1.4 4.0 27 
* - Assumes all unaccounted for water will be diverted to the Park Avenue Well Field 

Due to the extended flow path, it is expected that the bedrock matrix would cause 
additional matrix diffusion/attenuation of groundwater contamination prior to 
reaching the new discharge point. Whether the attenuation of groundwater 
contaminants would be sufficient to meet PRGs prior to eventual discharge is highly 
uncertain.  For this reason, an impermeable liner in the bed of Bound Brook was not 
retained for further evaluation.   

 Armored Caps: Armoring is a common addition to caps (both subaqueous and 
upland) to add physical stability in erosive settings.  The capping material is 
typically covered with stone or another armoring material.  Soil filter layers or 
support materials may be required when the armor stone is substantially larger than 
the base cap material to maintain cap and armoring integrity.  The need to armor the 
cap would be evaluated during the RD phase, if capping were the selected 
alternative. 

 Thin Layer Caps: Thin layer caps are similar to conventional subaqueous caps 
except that the cap thickness is typically less than six inches. Thin layer caps are 
typically not used in upland settings because of the likelihood that the capping 
material would be disturbed. Thin layer subaqueous capping is an emerging 
innovative technology that has shown much promise in bench-scale and in limited 
example pilot-scale applications.  In their application in potentially erosive 
environments such as in the brook where contaminated sediment transport has been 
documented, a thin cap could be easily disrupted exposing contaminants. In addition 
in shallow water, such as Bound Brook, the cap would be easily disturbed by people 
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walking in the stream, significant bioturbation, and wading animals.  A thin cap may 
be suitable in select areas such as New Market Pond but would still be subject to 
disruption through human activities along the shore or through erosion during 
flooding/dam releases.  For this reason, a thin layer cap was not retained for further 
evaluation. 

 Reactive Caps: Reactive caps incorporate materials such as AC, ZVI, apatite, or 
other agents into the capping material to enhance adsorption or in situ chemical 
reactions.  This approach is intended for circumstances in which contaminants are 
mobile and are expected to migrate through the cap as dissolved constituents into the 
surface water. For OU4, a reactive cap could be used to treat contaminated 
groundwater passing through the bed of Bound Brook at the point of discharge.  

A reactive cap would need to be installed bank-to-bank over the groundwater 
discharge zone (estimated at approximately 2400 feet in length).  Provisions for 
periodic replacement of the reactive media would also be needed. This approach 
represents a relatively low O&M cost; however, periodic media replacement costs 
would be high and the uncertainty on the required timing increases the potential cost 
risks associated with this alternative.   

Because the majority of the contaminant plume in the bedrock matrix would remain 
untreated, it is expected that the reactive cap may be required for decades or 
potentially centuries, assuming that it would continue in place for as long as 
concentrations of contaminants discharging to Bound Brook exceed PRGs. The use 
of a reactive cap has been retained for further evaluation for the GW RAA.     

Capping is effective in isolating contaminants and, in the case of reactive caps, 
treating/controlling the migration of contaminants.  However, under low flow conditions, 
the water depth in Bound Brook is less than one foot in some locations including areas 
near the former CDE facility that are likely to require remedial action.  Placement of a 
cap in the brook, without first dredging or over-excavating the area, would disrupt flow in 
the brook and potentially result in flooding and dispersion of contaminants into the 
surrounding floodplain.  Similarly, the construction of a cap in the floodplain could 
disrupt surface water flow patterns contributing to cap erosion and the subsequent 
transport of contaminants and/or adverse impacts from diversion of run-off onto 
surrounding properties.   

While care must be taken in their location and design, capping alternatives were retained 
for further evaluation for all three RAAs (SS, CD, and GW). 
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6.6.4. Technology Class:  Structural Controls 
Structural containment systems such as sediment traps create conditions within hydraulic 
systems that restrict or reduce flow to such an extent that suspended solids are removed 
from suspension through settling.  Several existing structures on Bound Brook serve as 
natural or man-made silt traps: 

 A silt trap exists upstream of the inlet to New Market Pond. 

 The dam on the downstream end of New Market Pond (RM3.4) acts like a silt trap 
retaining solids in the pond.  However, under high flow conditions, water behind the 
dam is bypassed and contaminated sediments are transported to downstream 
segments of the brook. 

 A dam at RM6 acts as a silt trap in the brook. Following remediation of the 
sediments, it may be advantageous to remove this feature to allow unrestricted 
downstream transport of less-contaminated sediments from sources upstream of the 
Study Area to assist with natural attenuation. 

 Twin culverts adjacent to the former CDE facility (RM6.6) act as a silt trap.  It may 
also be advantageous to remove this feature during remediation, for reasons 
discussed above. 

The effectiveness of a sediment/silt trap to remove suspended solids from the stream is 
impacted by the maintenance and timing of sediment removal from the trap. If trapped 
sediment is not removed on a regular basis to maintain storage capacity, the trap loses its 
effectiveness in trapping additional solids and trapped solids may be washed out of the 
trap during a large storm event. Although structural controls would not be effective in 
removing the bulk of the contaminants from the brook, they would assist in the control of 
suspended solids during remediation activities (i.e., silt fences around upland 
construction areas; silt curtains and silt barriers for dredging areas).  Silt traps are of 
limited effectiveness in controlling contaminated sediment in large scale settings such as 
the OU4 Study Area and will not be retained for further evaluation for any of the RAAs.  
However, cleaning and maintenance of the existing silt-trap located upstream of New 
Market Pond will be retained and included in the active SS RAA alternatives.   

6.7. GRA:  Removal 
The goals of the removal GRA are generally to remove as much of the contaminated 
material as is practical to limit exposure to contaminants, control potential contaminant 
migration, and prevent recontamination of previously clean areas. Removal GRAs 
include a number of technologies based on the contaminated medium such as dredging 
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(e.g., contaminated sediment removal under wet conditions); excavating (e.g., 
contaminated soils/sediments and debris removal under wet or dry conditions), and 
pumping (for contaminant mass reduction/extraction of contaminated groundwater).   

Removal is the most common approach used in mitigating contaminated soil and 
sediment and has been widely used in addressing contaminated groundwater.  In most 
cases the removed material requires treatment and/or disposal.  Containment is 
commonly used in conjunction with removal actions to control remaining contaminants 
and, in the case of contaminated soil/sediment removal, to restore the disturbed surface to 
a condition that can support other uses.  

6.7.1. Technology Class:  Excavation 
Excavation is one of the most common methods for handling contaminated soil at 
CERCLA sites and could be an effective option for managing contaminated floodplain 
soils and other upland soils such as the capacitor debris.  It may also be possible to divert 
or contain surface water in the brook using a combination of berming, coffer dams, 
pipelines, and pumping systems; once dry conditions are established, standard 
construction techniques can be used to excavate contaminated sediment in the brook.  
Excavation of sediment “in the dry” limits the potential spread of contaminants 
associated with dredge-related resuspension and allows for more complete documentation 
of contaminant removal through visual inspection and sampling of underlying materials.  
Excavation was retained for further evaluation for both the CD and SS RAAs.  

6.7.2. Technology Class:  Mechanical Dredging  
Mechanical dredging is similar to excavation but is usually carried out at least partially 
underwater and using a bucket or clamshell to remove solids from the base of a 
waterway.  For removing contaminated sediment, special enclosed “environmental” 
buckets can be used to minimize the release/resuspension of contaminants. Amphibious 
equipment can be used in low water areas. In some applications, mechanical dredging 
reduces the treatment requirements for the removed sediments (in comparison to 
hydraulic dredging) by limiting the amount of moisture that is mixed with the sediment. 
A primary disadvantage for mechanical dredging in OU4 is the limited access and 
obstacles in the waterway that may infringe on the ability to access portions of the site.  
Mechanical dredging was retained for further evaluation for the SS RAA. 

6.7.3. Technology Class:  Hydraulic Dredging 
Hydraulic dredges remove and transport dredged materials as a pumped sediment-water 
slurry to a central processing facility.  An important consideration in hydraulic dredging 
is the volume of makeup water required to form the slurry–this water is subsequently 
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separated from the sediment during dewatering and requires treatment prior to reuse or 
discharge.  The greater the solids content of the dredge slurry, the lower the volume of 
water requiring treatment–typically the solids content of the slurry ranges from 10 to 
20 percent by volume.  Factors influencing the solids content include dredge type, nature 
of the sediment, the condition of the equipment, and operator skill and experience.  
Hydraulic dredging has access limitations similar to mechanical dredging but could be 
used advantageous in locations such as New Market Pond.  Hydraulic dredging was 
retained for further evaluation for the SS RAA. 

6.7.4. Technology Class:  Extraction 
Groundwater management required in OU4 is limited to controlling potential impacts that 
contaminated groundwater migration and discharge may have on Bound Brook 
(previously addressed under the Containment GRA); therefore, a removal GRA for 
groundwater (GW RAA) has not be retained for further evaluation under OU4.   

6.7.5. Technology Class: Bioaccumulation  
Bioaccumulation (i.e., phytoremediation) involves the use of trees and other vegetation to 
remove contaminants from groundwater.  Uptake of contaminants by vegetation has 
proven effective for a range of contaminants (most commonly metals).  The removal rate 
varies based on the selected plants’ ability to absorb/extract the contaminant and thus has 
limited ability to stop the migration of contaminants.  Contaminants can be released back 
into the environment if the plants are not harvested regularly but are allowed to die and 
decay in place.  Since it is not effective on soil in the vadose zone or on sediment, and 
unlikely to have an impact on the contaminants in the bedrock matrix, bioaccumulation 
has not been retained for further evaluation for any of the RAAs.   

Appropriate removal technologies have been retained for all three RAAs. 

6.8. GRA:  Ex Situ Treatment  
The goal of ex situ treatment is to reduce the concentrations of contaminants to levels 
required for the selected discharge (in the event of groundwater) or disposal (in the event 
of soil/sediment) process option.  Ex situ treatment includes technologies that involve 
biological and physical/chemical processes, as well as transport for off-site treatment.   

6.8.1. Technology Class:  Biological Treatment 
Organics can be degraded biologically ex situ, either aerobically or anaerobically, using a 
variety of processes commonly used in treating wastewater and solids.  Biological 
treatment would not work on all contaminants (particularly inorganics and some 
recalcitrant organics) but can be used in treating VOCs and PCBs in groundwater and 
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potentially in solids. Biological treatment has been retained for further consideration as a 
component of a wastewater treatment train for the SS, CD, and GW RAA. 

6.8.2. Technology Class:  Physical/Chemical Extraction 
Soil washing is a common technology used primarily to separate coarse- and fine-grained 
soils recovered from maintenance dredging operations.  Because contaminants have been 
shown to bond primarily to fine-grained and organic particles, the coarse-grained 
materials typically retain few contaminants.  Recovered coarse-grained soils and 
sediments can potentially be disposed of/reused without additional treatment.  Depending 
on their characteristics, the fine-grained soils can be treated and reused or disposed of in a 
landfill.   

Sediment washing is an emerging technology that adds an additional step to the soil 
washing process using chemical extraction and the collision force of water to break the 
chemical bonds of contaminants attached to fine-grained materials.  The intent is to 
reduce the volume of material requiring landfilling. The sediment washing technology 
has not advanced to full scale commercial operation but shows some degree of promise in 
stripping a range of contaminants.  An on-site wastewater treatment plant able to meet 
applicable effluent limitations for discharge to the brook or to a POTW would be 
required. 

Sediment washing is an emerging technology that has not been used at a commercial 
level for the contaminants identified in the OU Study Area and has not been retained for 
further evaluation. Soil washing has been in use for a number of years in a range of 
applications and has been retained for further consideration in a treatment train for the SS 
and CD RAAs. 

6.8.3. Technology Class:  Presumptive Remedies for Treatment of 
Contaminated Groundwater 

Ex situ treatment may be required when the selected remedy involves groundwater 
pumping (e.g., under the Containment GRA) where the groundwater requires on-site 
treatment prior to discharge and when dredged sediment processing facilities generate 
wastewater requiring treatment prior to disposal.  Although the technologies employed 
for treating extracted groundwater and wastewater are important aspects of the remedy, 
they have no influence on reducing contaminant levels or minimizing contaminant 
migration or in preventing the discharge of contaminants to Bound Brook.  The 
technologies presented in USEPA’s Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex situ 
Treatment Technologies for Contaminated Ground Water at CERCLA Sites (1996) were 
evaluated.  These presumptive ex situ treatment technologies are well-understood 
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methods that have been used for many years in the treatment of drinking water and/or 
municipal or industrial wastewater.  The presumptive technologies presented below are 
the technologies retained for the development of remedial alternatives.  The presumptive 
response guidance document serves as the FS technology screening step (USEPA, 1996) 
for the ex situ treatment component of a remedy.   

The presumptive technologies for treatment of extracted groundwater containing 
dissolved organic contaminants and PCBs consist of the following: 

 Air stripping 

 Granular activated carbon 

 Chemical/Ultraviolet (UV) oxidation 

 Aerobic biological reactors 

The presumptive technologies for treatment of dissolved metals consist of the following: 

 Chemical precipitation 

 Ion exchange/adsorption 

The presumptive technologies that would be used in a treatment facility would be based 
on effluent characteristics and effluent limitations, and would be established during the 
RD. 

Appendix E contains an excerpt from the presumptive response guidance document 
(USEPA, 1996) providing descriptions, advantages, and disadvantages of these 
technologies.  In addition to the presumptive technologies listed in the guidance, other 
treatment components may be needed prior to (pretreatment) or subsequent to (post-
treatment) the presumptive technologies.  These could include pH adjustment, methods 
for separation of oil and/or grease from water and filtration technologies to remove solid 
particles (e.g., resulting from chemical precipitation, from oxidation, or other processes).  
These ancillary components are not addressed in detail in this FS but may be used when 
assembling ex situ treatment alternatives, as needed.   

These presumptive remedies are retained for further evaluation as part of a potential 
water treatment system to treat water generated by one or more the three RAAs.  

6.8.4. Technology Class:  Chemical Fixation 
Chemical fixation (also known as solidification/stabilization, or S/S) involves the 
treatment of soil and sediment with chemicals to bind selected contaminants to prevent 
leaching or to reduce the moisture content of soil or sediment.  S/S is commonly used for 
addressing landfill disposal restrictions for soil/sediment removed from remediation sites.   
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This technology was retained for further evaluation for the SS and CD RAAs. 

6.8.5. Technology Class:  Thermal Treatment 
Thermal desorption involves the application of heat to below-combustion temperatures, 
typically 200 to 1000 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) to volatilize water and organic 
contaminants.  Dewatering prior to treatment is usually required to control costs 
associated solely with thermally driving off moisture.  Thermal desorption processes take 
place under anoxic (little to no oxygen) conditions to prevent combustion.  A carrier gas 
or vacuum system transports volatilized water and organics to a condenser or a gas 
treatment system (e.g., a high-temperature, secondary combustion chamber).  Thermal 
desorption is typically performed on-site by a contractor with a modular facility.  
Thermal desorption was employed for the OU2 remedial action and successfully treated 
PCB- and VOC-contaminated soils at approximately 700-800°F; however, based on soil 
and sediment data, thermal desorption is unlikely to be appropriate for the SS RAA.   

This technology has been retained for further evaluation for the CD RAA. 

6.8.6. Technology Class:  Off-Site Treatment 
There are a number of types of permitted, commercially operated facilities that will treat 
and/or dispose of contaminated soil, sediment, and groundwater.  These types of facilities 
are classified as Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facilities (TSDFs) under the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  A TSDF includes one or more of the elements 
(treatment, storage or disposal) but not necessarily all three.  The following is a summary 
of potential TSDFs that may be applicable for handling contaminated media in the OU4 
Study Area: 

 Thermal Destruction:  The technology refers to incinerator units operating at 
temperatures of 1,400°F to 2,000°F (as opposed to the lower temperatures associated 
with thermal desorption). While both fixed site and modular systems may exist, 
thermal destruction is usually conducted at off-site commercial facilities.  There are 
six commercial facilities permitted and operating in North America accepting a 
variety of waste streams (both solid and liquid).  Thermal destruction may be 
applicable depending on the combination of constituents and the concentrations 
present.  This process option is not technically feasible for contaminated 
groundwater or dewatering effluent based on the anticipated volume of water 
requiring handling and, based on soil and sediment data, is unlikely to be necessary 
for the SS RAA.  However, thermal destruction was retained for further evaluation 
for the CD RAA. 
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 Vitrification: Vitrification is a process in which high temperatures (2,500°F to 
3000°F) are used to destroy organic chemicals by melting the contaminated sediment 
or soil to form a glass aggregate product.  Trace metals are trapped within the leach-
resistant, inert glass matrix.  Two facilities constructed by the Minergy Corporation 
were used to treat contaminated sediment from the Fox River sediment remediation 
project along with other waste streams.  One facility is still operating although it 
does not operate on a commercial basis (i.e., accepting outside waste streams).  This 
technology was not retained as a process option for any of the RAAs. 

 Publicly Owned Treatment Works:  This process option involves the direct 
discharge of untreated, extracted groundwater to a local POTW for treatment.  While 
some, but not all, POTWs have the ability to treat hazardous contaminants in a liquid 
form, the Middlesex County Utility Authority (MCUA) facilities require 
pretreatment of hazardous constituents prior to discharge to the collection system.  
Given the high concentrations of toxic organics (in particular chlorinated ethenes 
and PCBs) in the groundwater at OU4 (and hence wastewater generated from 
potential OU4 groundwater Containment GRAs) and other constituents (metals, 
PCBs), pre-treatment would be required prior to discharge to MCUA facilities (see 
the Discharge of Treated Water technology class).  Discharge of untreated 
groundwater to a POTW was evaluated for use under OU3 for a similar application 
and was rejected because of the potential costs associated with discharge to the 
available treatment facilities in the area and has not been retained for the OU4 Study 
Area as a process option for any of the RAAs.   

 Other TSDFs:  This process option involves the transport of contaminated media to 
a licensed RCRA facility for treatment or disposal (see also Section 5.3.7.2 for Off-
site Disposal in Landfills, a form of TSDF).  A number of permitted treatment 
facilities exist within 50 miles of the Site handling a range of media and 
contaminants.  The selection of the facility is based on the media to be treated and 
the contaminants in the media.  Not all facilities are permitted to handle all 
contaminants or media, or to provide all services.   

This process option is not technically feasible for contaminated groundwater or 
dewatering effluent based on the anticipated volume of water requiring handling.  
However, this approach may be feasible for contaminated soil or sediment, or 
capacitor debris depending on the concentration of contaminants in the material and 
the volume of material generated.  This process option was retained for further 
evaluation for the SS and CD RAAs. 
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6.9. GRA: Beneficial Use/Disposal 
The potential for beneficial use is dependent on the physical and chemical characteristics 
of the material.  Solids that meet state and federal requirements may be used as fill 
(typically on industrial or reclamation sites) or as cover soil in a landfill.  If the material 
cannot be beneficially used, it would be disposed of in a waste landfill.  The chemical 
characteristics would determine the type of facility that can accept the material 
(hazardous and/or Toxic Substance Control Act [TSCA] versus nonhazardous landfill).  
Extracted groundwater, with or without treatment, may also be used beneficially (e.g., 
landscape watering, industrial applications) depending on the characteristics of the water.  
If beneficial use is not feasible, the material would be disposed of in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 

6.9.1. Technology Class:  Upland Confined Disposal Facility 
Developing a dedicated confined disposal facility (CDF) for contaminated soil and 
sediment from OU4 is technically feasible; however, site conditions in the area are not 
conducive to developing an upland CDF in proximity to the OU4 Study Area.  The 
shallow groundwater and bedrock present a risk for future groundwater contamination if 
the CDF liner system were to fail.  In addition, there is limited open space available in the 
OU4 Study Area and the former CDE facility is anticipated to be redeveloped so it would 
not be available for use as a CDF in perpetuity.  While it is possible that land could be 
purchased for a CDF, the surrounding area is densely populated and it is likely that the 
CDF would have to be located some distance from OU4.  Constructing an upland CDF 
would also require long-term management to monitor the integrity of the facility to 
ensure that it did not pose a potential risk to human health or the environment in the 
future.  This process option was not retained for further evaluation for any of the RAAs. 

6.9.2. Technology Class:  Off-Site Disposal 
Treated and untreated solid material could be disposed of in an off-site permitted landfill.  
Landfills are one category of RCRA TSDFs (see Section 6.8.6) that are commonly used 
for the final disposal of contaminated media.  The type of landfill that could accept the 
material would depend on the characteristics of the` materials requiring disposal.  Low 
level contaminated material could potentially be disposed of in a RCRA Subtitle D 
(municipal) landfill while material that is characterized as hazardous under RCRA would 
require disposal in a RCRA Subtitle C (hazardous) landfill. Material with concentrations 
of PCBs greater than 50 mg/kg would require disposal in a TSCA or TSCA/RCRA 
permitted landfill.  
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Prior to land disposal, the sediment and/or soil would likely require dewatering.  In 
addition, land disposal restrictions (i.e., “Land Ban” regulations) require that hazardous 
materials exceeding the alternative treatment standard for underlying hazardous 
constituents ([UHC]; i.e., UHCs measured at 10 times the universal treatment standard 
[UTS]) must be treated prior to disposal to achieve either a 90 percent reduction of UHCs 
or a reduction in UHCs to no more than 10 times the UTS.  On the basis of available 
sampling data, it is anticipated that the majority of the contaminated soil or sediment 
would not require treatment; additional sampling would be necessary to confirm that all 
of the CD RAA soil/debris would not require treatment prior to landfilling.  Landfilling 
of contaminated soil and sediment was retained for further evaluation for the SS and CD 
RAA. 

6.9.3. Technology Class:  Aquatic Disposal 
Sediment can be disposed of in a confined aquatic disposal (CAD) unit or a nearshore 
CDF.  A CAD is an in-water disposal cell constructed below the mudline of the 
waterway; a nearshore CDF is an in-water disposal cell constructed within the waterway 
with the fill extending above the surface of the water and creating a “new” land surface. 
CAD/CDF options are not suitable for development given the size and configuration of 
the brook and New Market Pond and were not retained for further evaluation for any of 
the RAAs. 

6.9.4. Technology Class:  Discharge of Treated Groundwater and Other 
Wastewater 

A variety of options exist for the disposal of treated groundwater and other wastewater 
generated during site remediation (e.g., dewatering effluent, decontamination water, 
contact water from precipitation).  All of these options would require development of an 
on-site wastewater treatment plant incorporating one or more of the ex situ treatment 
technologies discussed in Section 6.8.  The components of the treatment train would be 
established during the RD phase.  Following treatment, one of the following options 
could be employed: 

 Discharge to Surface Water:  This process option involves the discharge of treated 
groundwater to Bound Brook.  While technically feasible, there is a potential for the 
additional flow in Bound Brook from the discharge to interfere with remediation 
activities downstream from the discharge point. Currently, the NJDEP classifies the 
Bound Brook reach within the Bound Brook Corridor as FW-2NT waters.  
Discharge to Bound Brook would necessitate treatment of groundwater to meet 
effluent criteria required for FW-2NT waters, which are more stringent than those 
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specified by MCUA (Appendix F).  Discharge of treated groundwater to Bound 
Brook is retained for further evaluation for all RAAs.   

 Discharge to POTW:  This process option entails the discharge of treated 
wastewater to MCUA for further treatment and disposal. (In Section 6.8.6, 
consideration was given to the discharge of untreated wastewater and rejected due to 
cost.)  A temporary discharge approval would need to be obtained from MCUA and 
the ex situ treatment system would need to be designed to meet MCUA’s discharge 
limitations (Appendix F).  This process option is technically feasible and was 
retained for further evaluation for all RAAs. 

 Deep Well Injection:  Deep well injection is a liquid waste disposal technology.  
This process option involves the use of injection wells to place treated or untreated 
liquid waste into geologic formations that have no potential to allow migration of 
contaminants into potable water aquifers.  This option is only technically feasible if 
transmissive zones are present deep in the fractured rock, or if the rock is fractured 
using hydraulic or pneumatic fracturing techniques.  While potentially feasible, this 
option was rejected in the OU3 FS because it is difficult to implement 
administratively and there is a significant potential for well fouling given the high 
concentrations of calcium, magnesium, and iron in the groundwater.  This process 
option was not retained for further consideration for any of the RAAs. 

6.9.5. Technology Class:  Beneficial Use 
Depending on local market condition and the physical and chemical characteristics of the 
material produced, beneficial use may be a viable option. 

 Sediment and soil: Soil and sediment have been used in a variety of applications 
including landfill cover soils, construction fill at brownfield sites, mine land fill and 
restoration, and even as topsoil. The potential for beneficial use of soil or sediment is 
dependent on the final physical and chemical characteristics of the material 
following treatment.   

 Capacitor debris:  Given the range of contaminants and their concentrations, it is 
unlikely that on-site treatment will make this material suitable for beneficial use. 

 Groundwater: For treated groundwater or surface water, the most common 
beneficial uses are landscape watering and industrial process water, although other 
uses may be feasible.  Reuse of treated wastewater is dependent on the ability to treat 
the water to a concentration meeting established limits for the contaminants of 
concern and the availability of an end user in the proximity of the treatment plant.  
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Generally reuse is limited to nonpotable water supplies because of the potential for 
contaminant breakthrough on the water treatment system and the risk to users. 

If an end use for the material can be identified and the final product can meet the 
user’s specifications, beneficial use could result in savings compared to alternative 
disposal options.  However, evaluation of beneficial use options requires specific 
information on the waste stream (primarily physical and chemical characteristics) as 
well as a thorough understanding of the needs of the end user. While beneficial use 
may be a viable option, it is difficult to evaluate its feasibility based on FS level 
assumptions.  It is recommended that beneficial use be given further consideration 
for SS and GW RAAs during the RD. 

6.10. Conclusions 
The retained process options are evaluated for the appropriate RAA in the following 
sections.  
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7. Sediment and Floodplain Soils (SS)  

7.1. Effectiveness, Implementability, and Cost Screening  
Figure 7-1 provides a summary of the initial GRA screening results for the SS RAA.  The 
retained technologies/process options were submitted to a second round of screening in 
accordance with the criteria presented in Section 5.2.   

7.1.1. No Action 
The No Action Alternative was retained as a baseline condition for evaluation purposes. 

7.1.2. Institutional Controls and Monitoring 
Implementability. Institutional controls such as a fish consumption advisory and a 
recreational use restriction on New Market Pond are currently in effect.  Additional 
restrictions on property use through zoning laws, permit limitations, and other land use 
controls are implementable.  Depending on the institutional controls, enactment and 
enforcement would require the cooperation of state and/or local officials, and affected 
property owners.  Monitoring programs for any of the media can be implemented but 
may require cooperation with local property owners to allow access to portions of the 
site.  

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of institutional controls in preventing exposure to 
contaminated media is limited, and depends on their coverage and whether they are 
observed and/or enforced.  In general, institutional controls only limit future activities but 
do not address current exposure routes that are not modified by the new restrictions.  In 
addition, institutional controls would have no impact on reducing the exposure of wildlife 
in the area to contaminants.  Monitoring does not prevent potential exposure to existing 
contaminants, it merely allows for tracking conditions over time. Institutional controls 
and monitoring do not reduce the mass of contaminants nor do they prevent further 
contaminant migration.  Institutional controls and monitoring are commonly implemented 
in conjunction with other technologies. 

Costs.  The capital costs for establishing institutional controls are negligible.  The capital 
costs for monitoring are generally low; O&M costs will vary depending on the 
components of the monitoring program. 

Screening Decision.  In themselves, institutional controls and monitoring will not 
significantly reduce the risks associated with the SS RAA and would be most effective if 
used in conjunction with other remedial actions.  Institutional controls and monitoring are 
retained for further evaluation when used in conjunction with other processes. 
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7.1.3. Monitored Natural Recovery/Enhanced Monitored Natural 

Recovery/Monitored Natural Attenuation 
Implementability.  MNR/EMNR is readily implementable for sediment and MNA can 
be implemented for floodplain soils.  These options are commonly applied at sites either 
as stand-alone technologies or as a polishing step after active treatment or partial removal 
of highly contaminated sediment and soil.  MNR/EMNR/MNA are typically applied over 
long periods of time (e.g., decades) for sediment remediation.  

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of MNR/EMNR/MNA varies depending on the efficacy 
of the various attenuation mechanisms (i.e., dilution, adsorption, dispersion, 
biodegradation).  USEPA’s Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for 
Hazardous Waste Sites (USEPA, 2005) identifies MNR as a potential remedial 
alternative for managing contaminated sediments.   

The guidance document defines MNR as a remedy for contaminated sediment that 
typically uses ongoing, naturally-occurring processes to contain, destroy, or reduce the 
bioavailability or toxicity of contaminants in sediments.  USEPA guidance suggests that 
MNR should receive detailed consideration when the following apply: 

 Natural recovery is not incompatible with anticipated land use or new structures. 

 Expected human exposure is low and/or can be reasonably controlled by institutional 
controls. 

 Sediment bed is reasonably stable and likely to remain so. 

 Sediment is resistant to resuspension. 

 Contaminant concentrations in biota and in the biologically active zone of the 
sediment are moving towards risk-based goals on their own. 

 Natural recovery processes have a reasonable degree of certainty to continue at rates 
that would contain, destroy, or reduce the bioavailability or toxicity of contaminants 
within an acceptable time frame. 

 Contaminants already readily biodegrade or transform to lower toxicity forms. 

 Contaminant concentrations are low and cover diffuse areas. 

 Contaminants have low ability to bioaccumulate. 

 Knowledge of other potential upstream contaminant sources. 

Similar conditions apply to MNA in floodplain soils. 

Costs.  The capital costs for establishing a MNR/EMNR/MNA monitoring program are 
low.  The O&M costs are generally limited to monitoring of site conditions and would 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 7-2 

 



 
Section 7 

Sediment and Floodplain Soil (SS)  
 
vary based on the area included in the monitoring program and the suite of analytes (i.e., 
VOCs, PCBs, pesticides, metals, etc.).   

Screening Decision.  At OU4, MNA is not a viable process for the floodplain soil nor is 
MNR applicable to the majority of the contaminated sediment inventory in OU4 because 
the following criteria are not met: 

 Expected human exposure is low and/or can be reasonably controlled by 
institutional controls.  Because access to Bound Brook and the floodplain areas is 
not controlled and the proximity of residential populations to the brook, human 
exposure cannot be reasonably controlled. 

 Sediment bed is reasonably stable and likely to remain so.  As noted in the findings 
for the OU4 RI (Section 3), the sediment bed is not stable throughout much of the 
site. 

 Sediment is resistant to resuspension.  Resuspension is likely to occur and to 
continue in the future. 

 Contaminants already readily biodegrade or transform to lower toxicity forms. The 
sediment and floodplain soil contain a variety of contaminants, not all of which are 
amenable to biological degradation. 

Because of this, MNR/EMR/MNA are not viable process options for much of Bound 
Brook’s sediments and floodplain soils where contaminant levels are significantly 
elevated above PRGs (greater than 1 mg/kg) and human exposure is likely.  MNR may be 
effective in Reach 4 where low concentrations of contaminants have been detected or 
used in conjunction with other remedial actions to further reduce contaminant levels to 
the point where the fish advisory can be lifted or revised.  MNR will be retained for 
further evaluation. 

7.1.4. Containment 
One process option (capping) was retained for further evaluation under Containment.  
This option includes both subaqueous capping and upland (floodplain) capping scenarios.   

 Capping 7.1.4.1.

Implementability.  Construction of a cap to isolate sediment or floodplain soil is 
technically feasible, although site conditions may restrict its feasibility in some areas.  
For example, the use of a subaqueous cap in some sections of the brook, unless 
performed in conjunction with a sediment removal action (i.e., dredging to accommodate 
cap placement), could obstruct water flow, potentially exacerbating existing flooding 
problems. With the exception of New Market Pond, the required dredging to 
accommodate the cap thickness in most areas of Bound Brook would remove most or all 
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of the contaminated sediment inventory rendering a capping unnecessary.  Capping of the 
floodplain soils could obstruct overland surface flow routes, resulting in ponding of water 
behind the cap unless extensive filling and regrading of the capped area is included in the 
remedy. 

Some clearing of vegetation along the brook or in the floodplain would be required for 
access for cap construction.  Long-term monitoring and cap maintenance would be 
required for capping scenarios.   

Effectiveness.  As of 2004, in situ capping had been selected as a component of the 
remedy for contaminated sediment at approximately 15 Superfund sites (USEPA, 2005).  
Capping is considered effective at isolating low-solubility and highly-sorbed 
contaminants, such as those found in the OU4 Study Area.  Erosional forces in the brook 
during high flow events could reduce capping’s effectiveness over time unless armoring 
is added. As discussed in USEPA’s guidance document for sediment remediation, 
sediment caps should be designed to withstand forces associated with a 100-year storm or 
armoring should be provided.  

Capping is a relatively common technique for isolating contaminants in soils such as the 
floodplains.  Surface drainage patterns and erosive forces must be considered in cap 
design and would impact the selection of locations where capping would be appropriate.  
Armoring may be necessary to control erosion in flood-prone areas.  Maintaining the 
integrity of a cap is critical in its effectiveness and problems have arisen at sites when 
caps were not maintained.  This is a particular problem if the property where the cap is 
installed is not subject to regular inspection and maintenance or if the property ownership 
changes hands one or more times.  Access restrictions to capped areas may be required to 
maintain cap integrity. 

Costs.  The capital costs for capping are low to moderate and would be impacted by 
access issues and the need to armor sections of the cap to protect against erosion. O&M 
costs are related primarily to monitoring of the cap integrity and are generally low if 
routine maintenance is performed in a timely manner. 

Screening Decision.  Capping is an implementable, cost-effective solution for isolating 
contaminants both in sediment (New Market Pond) and in soil and will be retained for 
further consideration for use in either limited areas or in conjunction with a soil/sediment 
removal. 

7.1.5. Removal 
Three process options (mechanical dredging, hydraulic dredging, and excavation) were 
retained for sediment and floodplain soils under the Removal GRA.   
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 Mechanical Dredging 7.1.5.1.
Implementability.  Mechanical dredging would apply only to the removal of sediment 
within the brook or New Market Pond and would need to be combined with excavation 
for removal of floodplain soils. Given the water depth in much of the brook, amphibious 
equipment would be required under normal flow conditions.  Site access points/roads for 
equipment access would need to be constructed, requiring some clearing of trees and 
vegetation.  A land-based processing facility would need to be established for handling 
the sediment prior to off-site disposal.   

Effectiveness.  Mechanical dredging of contaminated sediment has been used for a 
number of years in a wide range of environmental settings and conditions.  
Environmental buckets with special closures and gaskets are available to reduce sediment 
losses and entrained water during dredging.  

Challenges in OU4 associated with mechanical dredging include access issues such as the 
low bridges and culverts (there are approximately 20 obstructions in the Study Area over 
the length of the waterway) that would require removing/resetting equipment; the 
difficulty in accessing material to be dredged in shallow areas; the solids that would 
likely need to be processed prior to disposal; the debris in portions of the waterway 
requiring removal and disposal; the rocky bed of the waterway (including bedrock 
outcrops) which is likely to interfere with the dredge bucket’s ability to remove overlying 
contaminated sediment in some portions of the site; and the potentially low strength soils 
in the adjoining floodplain areas making access difficult in some areas.  

Costs.  Costs for mechanical dredging are moderate but could be impacted by access 
issues and shallow water depths (which can cause difficulties for some environmental 
buckets). 

Screening Decision.  Mechanical dredging will be retained for additional evaluation. 

 Hydraulic Dredging 7.1.5.2.
Implementability.  Rocky streambeds and debris limit the use of hydraulic dredging 
throughout much of the Study Area; the technology would be most applicable to the 
relatively large inventory of contaminated sediment present in New Market Pond.  Site 
access points/roads would need to be established, potentially requiring some clearing of 
trees and vegetation.  A route for the pumping line to transfer the dredged materials slurry 
to a processing facility would need to be established, which could entail additional 
clearing. A land-based processing facility would need to be established for dewatering 
and processing the sediment slurry prior to disposal.   
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Effectiveness.  Hydraulic dredging is commonly used to remove soft unconsolidated 
sediment in a slurry form, which is then pumped to a processing facility prior to disposal.  
Challenges associated with hydraulic dredging include access restrictions such as low 
bridges and culverts that would require removing/resetting equipment; the generation of a 
large volume of water that would potentially need to be treated; the presence of debris 
that could hinder the productivity of hydraulic dredges; rocky surfaces in the waterway 
that would lower the productivity and recovery rates; encumbrances associated with 
pipelines needed to convey the dredged slurry; and the difficulty in accessing material to 
be dredged in shallow areas.  The use of hydraulic dredges would likely require that 
significant infrastructure be constructed to convey, process, and dewater dredged slurry 
in proximity to the dredge site.   

Costs.  Costs for hydraulic dredging are moderate but could be impacted by access 
issues. 

Screening Decision.  Due to site conditions, hydraulic dredging will not be retained for 
further evaluation as a system-wide approach but will be retained for limited portions of 
OU4, specifically New Market Pond. 

 Excavation 7.1.5.3.
Implementability. Excavation technologies employ conventional construction 
equipment readily available in configurations and sizes that conform to the access 
limitations and other constraints of the OU4 Study Area.  Excavation is implementable in 
all or a portion of Bound Brook and the floodplain for the removal of sediment and soil 
under either wet or dry conditions. A temporary water diversion system would be 
required to facilitate excavation of brook sediment “in the dry.”  The ability to achieve 
hydraulic isolation of the contaminated area during remediation would be a major benefit 
in the selection of excavation for sediment remediation.  Access points/roads would need 
to be established around the Site, potentially requiring some clearing of trees and 
vegetation.  In addition, some disruption to surrounding areas may be necessary to 
develop a bypass or pumping system for temporary brook diversion during sediment 
excavation; that temporary brook diversion system would need to be sized appropriately 
in order to minimize flood impacts during storm events. A land-based processing facility 
would need to be established for processing the soil and sediment prior to disposal.   

Effectiveness.  Excavation would be effective, particularly in removing sediments in the 
shallower portions of the brook and for removing floodplain soils.  Excavation would be 
most effective in sediment removal when a portion of the brook is hydraulically isolated 
using earthen dams, or by temporarily rerouting the water body using coffer dams, 
allowing removal “in the dry”.  “In the dry” removal would reduce the volume of 
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contaminants in OU4 while concurrently minimizing their mobility and avoiding 
sediment resuspension issues associated with removal via dredging.  In addition, 
excavation under dry conditions would allow for inspection and observation of the Site 
throughout the work. 

Costs.  The costs associated with excavation are dependent on the extent of the effort 
required to hydraulically isolate the site.  In general, excavation costs are moderate. 

Screening Decision.  Excavation will be retained for further evaluation.  It is expected 
that remediation of floodplain soils will require removal via excavation regardless of the 
remedial technique selected to address contaminated sediment. 

7.1.6. Ex Situ Treatment 
Three process options (soil washing, chemical fixation, and off-site processing) were 
retained for sediment and soils under Ex Situ Treatment. 

 Soil Washing 7.1.6.1.
Implementability.  Soil washing for particle size separation has been used commercially 
for a number of years in soil processing facilities and on sediments removed during 
navigational maintenance and some environmental dredging projects.  Package plants in a 
range of sizes are commercially available. An on-site wastewater treatment plant able to 
meet applicable effluent limitations for discharge to the brook or POTW would be 
required. Sufficient land for the layout of the treatment system would be required.  

Effectiveness.  Soil washing can be implemented using conventional equipment.  Soil 
washing has been proven to be effective on maintenance dredging projects and soil 
remediation projects to separate and recover a portion of the removed materials 
(generally the coarse-grained materials) with minimal treatment required, thereby 
reducing the volume and cost of contaminated soil/sediment (the concentrated fine-
grained materials) requiring disposal.    

Costs.  The cost for soil washing is comparatively low as part of an overall treatment 
system. 

Screening Decision.  Soil washing has a proven record of performance and will be 
retained for further evaluation as a component of a treatment process. 

 Chemical Fixation 7.1.6.2.

Implementability.  Ex situ chemical fixation to control leaching of certain contaminants 
from the soil/sediment (i.e., S/S) is technically implementable.  A range of fixation agents 
are readily available (e.g., pozzolanic materials such as cement kiln dust [CKD], Portland 
cement, and slag are commonly used) and conventional construction equipment is used to 
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mix the sediment/soil with the reagent.  This technology has been widely used to treat 
soil contaminated with the primary inorganics found in the soil and sediments of OU4.  
Testing would be necessary prior to full-scale implementation to determine the 
appropriate types and amount of binding agents.  Since contaminants are not removed or 
destroyed using this technology, the treated material would still require disposal at a 
landfill. 

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of S/S is variable depending on the characteristics of 
the dredged material/excavated soil and the additives used.  S/S is commonly used for the 
treatment of inorganic contaminants. The volume and weight of the stabilized material 
may increase significantly depending on the amount of binding agent used.  The 
effectiveness of the process is measured based on the results of Toxicity Characteristic 
Leaching Potential (TCLP) tests to assess the characteristics of leachate from the treated 
material.  The addition of the pozzolanic material (used to stabilize the material) can also 
result in desiccation of free liquid (which may be required prior to landfill disposal) and 
an improvement of geotechnical properties. 

Costs.  The cost for S/S is low to moderate. 

Screening Decision.  S/S will be retained for further evaluation as a component of a 
treatment process. 

 Off-Site Processing 7.1.6.3.

Implementability.  A number of commercial TSDFs licensed for the treatment and/or 
disposal of hazardous waste are located in New Jersey and elsewhere.  Off-site treatment, 
away from the OU4 Study Area, may lead to an increase in truck traffic on local roads. 

Effectiveness.  Off-site treatment facilities employ a variety of types of treatment 
systems to manage a range of contaminants.  Facilities are available to treat the range of 
contaminants that have been identified in the OU4 Study Area. 

Costs.  Depending on the location of the proposed facility, transportation costs to ship the 
waste to the processing facility are likely to be high.  Processing costs are variable based 
on the volume of material and the contaminants involved but are generally moderate to 
high. 

Screening Decision.  Off-site processing will be retained for further evaluation. 

7.1.7. Beneficial Use/Disposal 
Two process options (off-site disposal and beneficial use) were retained for sediment and 
soils under the Beneficial Use/Disposal GRA. 
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 Off-Site Disposal 7.1.7.1.
Implementability.  Land disposal regulations under RCRA are based on four criteria: 
reactivity, ignitability, flammability and toxicity, for which toxicity is likely to be the 
primary concern for material from OU4.12  The type of contaminants and their 
concentrations would determine the type of facility that can accept the waste.  For 
materials containing more than 50 mg/kg of PCBs, disposal in a TSCA-permitted landfill 
or incineration is required.  For materials exceeding the toxicity criterion under RCRA,  
land disposal restrictions (“Land Ban”) require that materials with concentrations 
exceeding the alternative treatment standard for UHCs  (i.e., 10 times the UTS) must be 
treated prior to disposal to achieve either a 90 percent reduction of UHCs or a reduction 
in UHCs to no more than 10 times the UTS.  The type of treatment required depends on 
the contaminants exceeding regulatory limits.  A number of hazardous, nonhazardous, 
and TSCA landfills are available and have capacity for the disposal of waste from OU4.  
Prior to land disposal, the material must be dewatered such that it can pass the paint filter 
test. 

Effectiveness.  Disposal in a landfill is an effective method for final disposal of 
dredged/excavated sediments and soils.  Off-site landfills would need to be permitted to 
accept the types and concentrations of contaminants present in the waste stream. 

Costs.  Disposal and transportation costs are moderate to high. 

Screening Decision.  Off-site disposal will be retained for further evaluation. 

 Beneficial Use 7.1.7.2.

Implementability.  The State of New Jersey has a program to divert materials (including 
sediment/soil) from landfills to beneficial uses.  To be eligible for the program, treated 
sediment/soil must meet New Jersey (or other applicable state) standards for the material 
based on the intended end use of the material.  Common uses for soil or sediment include 
landfill cover, construction fill at brownfield sites, or mine restoration fill.  Material must 
meet a facility’s waste acceptance criteria as well as physical characteristic requirements 
for a particular use.  Beneficial use must take into account potential human and 
ecological health risks associated with exposure to contaminants in the sediment and soil.   

Effectiveness.  According to the NJDEP website, a number of projects have been 
successful in the application of beneficial use regulations; however, most of these have 
been at industrial facilities where the chemical characteristics of the material are well 

12 Land disposal restrictions also apply to “listed” waste but no RCRA-listed waste has been identified at the CDE site. 
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documented.  Identifying a beneficial use for sediment and/or soil with a range of 
contaminants and concentrations, as well as varying physical characteristics, is likely to 
be more difficult. 

Costs.  Costs would vary depending on the intended end use of the material.  Material to 
be used as fill under a structure and above the water table is likely to have less restrictive 
standards compared to material used in a public setting.  Transportation costs would also 
vary.  Costs are likely to be low or moderate depending on the degree of processing 
required. 

Screening Decision.  The evaluation of beneficial use options requires specific 
information on the waste stream (primarily physical and chemical characteristics) as well 
as a thorough understanding of the needs of the end user.  While beneficial use may be a 
viable option, it is difficult to evaluate its feasibility based on FS level assumptions.  It is 
has been retained but will not be given further consideration for the SS RAA until the 
RD. 

7.1.8. Summary of Retained Process Options 
Table 7-1 provides an overview summary of the technology screening process for the SS 
RAA.  Following screening based on the effectiveness, implementability, and cost, the 
following remedial process options have been retained for consideration in alternatives 
assembly: 

 No Action 

 Institutional Controls 

 MNR/EMNR/MNA 

 Containment 
- Capping of sediments in New Market Pond and floodplain soils. 

 Removal 
- Excavation of sediments “in the dry” after dewatering/temporary brook 

diversion. 
- Mechanical dredging of sediments. 
- Hydraulic dredging of sediments in New Market Pond. 
- Excavation of floodplain soil 

 Ex Situ Treatment 
- Soil washing. 
- Chemical fixation (i.e., solidification/stabilization). 
- RCRA TSDF (i.e., off-site processing). 
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 Beneficial Use/Disposal 

- Off-site disposal. 
- Beneficial use. 

7.2. Development of Alternatives 
Figure 7-1 summarizes the results of the secondary screening process on the technology 
and process options; Figure 7-2 provides a decision tree of potential alternatives based on 
the results of the screening process. The following three alternatives are proposed for 
further evaluation for the SS RAA at OU4: 

 Alternative SS-1: No Action 

 Alternative SS-2: Excavation/Dredging of Sediments and Soils  

 Alternative SS-3: Excavation/Dredging of Sediments, Excavation with Capping of 
Floodplain Soils, Limited Dredging with Capping of New Market Pond, and MNR of 
Depositional Areas  

Existing institutional controls will remain in place under both of the active alternatives 
until RAOs have been achieved at the site. Under Alternative SS-3, additional long-term 
use restrictions - including waterway use restrictions for New Market Pond and land use 
restrictions for capped floodplain soils - would need to be implemented to protect capped 
areas.   

The remedies rely on MNR to aid in achieving the remedial objectives.  The PRG of 
1 mg/kg total PCBs is not adequate, on its own, to achieve a protective level for a 10-4 
incremental lifetime cancer risk for fish consumption, which would require a PRG in the 
range of 0.25 to 0.38 mg/kg. However, it is expected that by addressing PCB-
contaminated sediments and soils currently at levels in excess of 1 mg/kg and eliminating 
ongoing sources of contamination to the sediment (i.e., the CD area and the groundwater 
discharging to Bound Brook), the OU4 remedial action, including natural recovery at the 
rates suggested by the high-resolution coring data, would reduce contamination in fish 
tissue to protective levels within a reasonable timeframe, conservatively estimated at 
100 years. 

The SS RAA alternatives in this section do not address contaminants discharged through 
the groundwater pathway from OU3 that have the potential to recontaminate the brook – 
control of the impacts from contaminated groundwater discharge to the brook is 
addressed by the GW RAA in Section 9.  However contaminated surface water, which is 
largely the result of resuspension of contaminated sediment or erosion of contaminated 
floodplain/stream bank soil, would be addressed (primarily) by the remediation 
alternatives (i.e., excavation, capping) for sediment/soil.  The existing silt trap at New 
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Market Pond would be retained and cleaned following sediment removal work and 
throughout the duration of the remedy. 

7.2.1. Contaminant Distribution in Sediment and Floodplain Soils 
During the OU4 RI, PCBs were identified as the primary contaminant of concern in 
sediment and floodplain soils, with Aroclor 1254 the primary form of PCBs detected.  
Based on a review of contaminant profiles (Figures 3-4a-k), it was determined that other 
Site contaminants are generally co-located with PCBs and would be addressed during the 
removal of PCB-contaminated sediment.  For the development of remediation 
alternatives, dredging/excavation locations were identified based on the concentration of 
total PCBs in samples collected during the OU4 RI and historical studies.  Figure 7-3 
shows the distribution of Aroclor 1254 in sediment and floodplain soils across the Study 
Area based on existing data; additional sampling would be conducted during the 
predesign investigation to confirm these locations. 

Based on a PRG of 1 mg/kg for total PCBs for sediment and floodplain soils, it was 
estimated that the following volume of sediment and floodplain soil would need to be 
addressed under the SS RAA. 

 Brook sediment – The majority of the contaminated sediment in the brook is located 
in Reach 2 between RM4.1 and RM6.6.  The width of the brook in this area ranges 
from approximately 10 to 40 feet, with an estimated average width of 35 feet.  The 
thickness of sediment deposits varies but was assumed to average 2 feet over the 
length of Reach 2.  Based on these dimensions, there is approximately 34,000 cubic 
yards of contaminated sediment in Reach 2.  In addition, small depositional areas of 
contaminated sediment were identified downstream of New Market Pond during the 
RI and others may be identified during the predesign investigation.  The two known 
depositional areas are located at RM2.48 and RM3.03 and, combined, contain 
approximately 1,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment. 

 New Market Pond sediment – The estimated average thickness of contaminated 
sediment in New Market Pond is approximately 3.5 feet (based on the OU4 RI).  The 
pond is approximately 17.6 acres in size, resulting in an estimated total volume of 
contaminated sediment in the pond of 99,000 cubic yards.  

 Floodplain soils – The floodplain soils include small depositional areas along the 
brook shoreline, the likely result of previous flood events, and larger depositional 
areas in Reach 2, primarily near the confluence of Cedar Brook and Bound Brook 
including portions of Veterans Memorial Park.  These deposits cover an area 
approximately 30 acres in size with measured contaminant depths ranging from less 
than one foot to four feet or more.  Because of the size of the impacted area, soil 
sampling was limited during the RI with the sampling program focusing on 
establishing the general vertical and horizontal limits of the contaminated soil.  For 
cost estimating purposes, an average 3 foot excavation depth was assumed in 
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impacted areas to account for the limited number of samples as well as the potential 
that additional areas may be identified during the predesign investigation outside of 
these primary 50 acres.  Based on these assumptions, approximately 150,000 cubic 
yards of contaminated soil is estimated to exceed PRGs in these areas. Actual 
horizontal and vertical limits of the soil removal will be based on the results of the 
predesign investigation.  Floodplain soil in the 2-acre area east of the former CDE 
facility will be addressed as part of the CD RAA. 

7.2.2. Alternative SS-1 – No Action 
Alternative 1 was developed from the NCP provision that requires consideration of a no 
action response to serve as a baseline for evaluating other remedial alternatives. 

Much of the contaminant mass present at OU4 was released decades ago (CDE was 
operational from 1936 to 1962) and has slowly dispersed into the environment through 
natural fate and transport processes. 

 Sediment: Bound Brook sediments were impacted by historical disposal of capacitors 
and process waste in the banks of the brook; erosion and transport of contaminated 
surface soils from the former CDE facility via storm run-off into the brook; and on-
going discharge of impacted groundwater into the brook.  Although the closure of the 
former CDE facility and recent remedial action at OU2 has reduced the discharge of 
contaminants to the brook, a significant volume of contaminated sediment remains in 
the brook and capacitor debris remains buried in the stream banks/side slope adjacent 
to the former CDE facility. Contaminated groundwater continues to discharge to the 
brook in the area adjacent to the CDE facility.   

Contaminated sediments have been carried downstream by surface water flows and 
have accumulated in low flow areas in the brook, in silt traps, and behind man-made 
dams and in culverts along the brook. The thickest sediment deposits exist in an 
approximately 3-mile stretch between a silt trap upstream of New Market Pond 
(RM4.3) and the twin culverts on the upstream side of the former CDE facility 
(RM6.6).  The majority of the sediment contaminants are persistent and do not 
degrade readily under most conditions.  While some of the contaminants may 
disperse through erosional forces in the brook (primarily under high flow conditions), 
estimates of contaminant half-lives from the high resolution sediment core collected 
in New Market Pond during the RI suggest that the sediment PCB half-life is on the 
order of 50 years, if similar conditions to those over the last 20 to 30 years persist into 
the future.  In general, for the cores examined, the highest concentrations of 
Aroclor 1254 were measured at the top of the core and burial via deposition of 
relatively “cleaner” more recent solids was not observed. 

 Soil: Floodplain soils were contaminated by the transport of contaminated sediment 
into the floodplains/wetlands surrounding Bound Brook during flooding.  With 
unremediated sediment deposits in the brook, the potential remains for the continued 
transport of contaminants to the floodplain soils.  Degradation and dispersion of 
existing contaminants is likely to be minimal. 
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 Surface Water: Surface waters are contaminated primarily from resuspension of 

contaminated sediments in Bound Brook and the erosion of its banks during flooding.  
Surface water sampling results also indicate an impact from contaminated 
groundwater discharge to the brook in the vicinity of the former CDE facility.  With 
unremediated sediment deposits in the brook resuspension and erosion, along with 
contaminated groundwater discharge, would likely continue to impact surface water 
quality. 

The no action response does not include containment, removal, disposal, or treatment of 
contaminated media.  In accordance with Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response (OSWER) Directive 9283.1-33 (June 2009), it also does not include new 
institutional controls, although existing NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be 
expected to remain in place.  Improvements to contaminated media (sediment, floodplain 
soils, surface water and groundwater) would be through natural processes such as 
biodegradation, adsorption or diffusion, dispersion, and dilution.  Because this alternative 
would only be selected if the hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site were 
determined not to be a threat to human health and the environments, five-year remedy 
reviews are not required under this alternative.     

7.2.3. Alternative SS-2 – Excavation/Dredging of Sediments and Soils 
This alternative was developed to remove contaminated sediment from Bound Brook and 
New Market Pond along with contaminated soil from the surrounding floodplain and 
stream banks, thereby preventing human exposure and controlling impacts to the 
environment.  Options considered for removing material consist of dredging sediments in 
the wet or diverting Bound Brook and excavating contaminated sediments "in the dry;" 
both of these approaches would be coupled with conventional excavation of floodplain 
soils.  Excavation of the sediment “in the dry” allows greater control over sediment 
removal because of greater access, reduces the post-removal processing requirements due 
to the lower moisture content of the removed sediment, and minimizes the potential for 
dredging-related sediment resuspension and contaminant migration. For cost estimating 
purposes, stream diversion and excavation “in the dry” was assumed; however it is 
possible that a combination of excavation and dredging would be used.  Sediment in New 
Market Pond would be hydraulically dredged. 

Under Alternative SS-2, the brook would be divided into segments based on natural 
boundaries at the site (e.g., culverts, bridges, dams, etc.).  Working segment by segment, 
a pumping and pipeline system would be constructed to dewater each brook segment/cell. 
Temporary coffer dams would be installed across the brook and the surface water 
pumped through a temporary pipeline around the active portion of the work.  Following 
dewatering, contaminated sediments would be removed from the bed of the brook using 
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cranes, conventional excavators, drag line, or other construction equipment.  Sediment 
would be hauled to a central processing facility prior to shipment off-site for disposal.   

Floodplain soils would be excavated using conventional equipment with appropriate 
controls and modifications for work in wetland/soft soil areas.  Soil excavation areas 
would be backfilled and restored, as necessary following removal of contaminated soil.  
In most locations, then average floodplain soils removal depths are anticipated to be 
approximately 3 feet. 

During the RI, two depositional areas in which sediment PCB concentrations exceed the 
PRGs were identified in Reach 4 downstream of New Market Pond, at RM2.48 and 
RM3.03.  Sediment in these two areas would be excavated and hauled to the central 
processing facility.  Based on the spacing of transects during the RI, it is possible that 
other small depositional areas could be identified during predesign investigation sampling 
during the RD.  This alternative includes a provision for further sampling to attempt to 
identify other depositional areas, primarily in Reach 4, requiring remediation and to 
refine the limits of the currently defined areas of contamination.  

Backfill would be placed in disturbed areas to restore the streambed and floodplain to 
pre-removal grades, to cover and isolate residuals or remaining contaminants in the soil, 
to provide material for habitat restoration, and to restore surface water drainage patterns. 

During the RD, removal cells would be established for the areas where sediment and 
floodplain soils are to be removed.  Each cell would contain roughly the same volume of 
material to be removed and/or have the same footprint (square footage) – the exact 
volume and configuration of the cells would be determined during the RD phase along 
with the anticipated depth of excavation required for each removal cell.  Initial sediment 
removal depths would vary by location within the stream due to varying depositional 
amounts.   

Following the completion of removal activities in each cell and prior to backfilling, 
confirmatory samples would be collected to measure the concentration of the remaining 
contaminants and to verify that PRGs have been achieved.  A number of samples would 
be collected from within each cell and analyzed for total PCBs.  Because PCBs are 
generally co-located with other contaminants, the concentrations of total PCBs in the 
confirmatory samples would be used as an indication of the effectiveness of the removal 
process.  This approach would need to be reviewed during the RD based on the predesign 
investigation results, to determine if additional analytes (e.g., other OU4 COPCs or 
COPECs) need to be evaluated during confirmatory sampling. 

If the cells are large enough such that the collection of a statistically significant number 
of samples (approximately 25 to 30 samples) is feasible, the post-removal concentrations 
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from those samples can be used to calculate surface-weighted average concentrations 
(SWACs) for comparison to PRGs.  If the cells are not large enough to implement a 
SWAC approach, the analytical results would be individually compared to the PRGs.  For 
smaller cells to be considered “clean”, the analytical results from all the samples would 
need to meet the PRGs. 

While it would be technically feasible to dewater New Market Pond and excavate the 
sediment in the dry, this approach has a number of drawbacks including odors and fish 
kills.  Capturing and releasing fish up or downstream of the pond could allow the spread 
of PCB-contaminated fish beyond the limits of the fish advisory and increase the 
likelihood the general public would consume contaminated fish. For this reason, it is 
expected that hydraulic dredging would be used to remove the sediment in New Market 
Pond, thereby allowing ambient water levels to remain. 

Following removal, sediments and soils would be processed (as necessary) and disposed 
of in either a landfill or through beneficial use (if an alternative can be identified during 
the design process and material characteristics are suitable).  Work would progress from 
upstream to downstream (see Figure 7-4).   

Construction activities required to implement this alternative would include the following 
elements: 

 Access road(s) would be constructed along or near Bound Brook and in the portions 
of the floodplain where sediment and soil excavation would be required.  The access 
road(s) would be used by dump trucks hauling the sediment and soil from the brook 
and floodplains as well as access for support equipment.  The access road(s) may 
also serve as the route for the pipeline used in the brook diversion/dewatering 
operation.  It is anticipated that construction of the access road(s) would entail some 
clearing of existing vegetation.  Access road routes would be negotiated with local 
landowners during the design phase.  

 At the upstream end of each segment of the brook to be excavated, temporary coffer 
dams or similar structures would be constructed to divert the upstream water into a 
dewatering sump.  Water in the sump would be pumped (or if site conditions allow, 
drained by gravity) through a temporary pipeline to the next downstream segment of 
the brook.  As necessary, coffer dams would also be placed at the downstream limit 
of the segment and along the length of the streambed. Silt curtains and energy 
dissipaters may be used to prevent disturbance of sediment in the discharge locations.  
Once sediment excavation is complete and the area backfilled, a coffer dam and 
pipeline system would be constructed for the next segment of the brook and the 
diversion system from the completed segment would be removed, allowing the flow 
in the brook to return to its previous condition in the completed segment.  This 
sequencing would continue in the downstream direction.  
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 Approximately 15 years of data collected since 1972 (the data for some years were 

not available) is available from a gauging station downstream of the confluence of 
Green Brook and Bound Brook.  Based on a review of this data and data collected 
during the OU4 RI, it was assumed for cost estimating purposes that the flow 
diversion system would need to be sized based on a peak flow of approximately 
100 cfs and an average flow of approximately 20 cfs.  Baseline and peak flow 
conditions would need to be evaluated further during the RD phase to appropriately 
size the diversion system.  

 As necessary based on site topography, temporary coffer dams may be installed 
along the banks of the brook in the active work area to control flooding in the event 
of heavy precipitation. 

 A track-mounted excavator or other conventional equipment would be used to 
excavate the floodplain soils to an average depth of approximately 3 feet bgs.   

 The spread of contaminants during excavation would be controlled through the use 
of silt fences and silt curtains.  Silt curtains would be installed downstream of the 
removal operation to control resuspension.  Silt fences would be installed adjacent to 
areas where floodplain soils are being excavated. 

 Debris encountered in the brook would be removed prior to excavation, processed, 
and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations. 

 Excavated soil and sediment would be transported by truck to a central processing 
facility for treatment prior to shipment off-site.  At the processing facility, sediment 
and soil would be segregated based on the characteristics of the material as 
determined during the design phase.  Material characterized as hazardous or TSCA 
waste would be stockpiled separately from material characterized as non-hazardous; 
material requiring processing prior to disposal would be stockpiled separately from 
material not requiring processing.  The processing facility would also be equipped to 
handle hydraulically dredged solids from New Market Pond, including dewatering. 

 Sediment and floodplain soil would be processed as necessary for disposal or 
beneficial use.  Processing steps would include dewatering to a moisture content 
required for additional processing or disposal.  Either passive or mechanical 
dewatering may be used.  The processed solids would be shipped to an off-site 
disposal facility.  To minimize local truck traffic, the preferred method of transport 
would be by rail.  This would require locating a processing facility site with a rail 
spur or siding.  The feasibility of constructing a dedicated rail spur at the designated 
sediment/soil processing facility should be evaluated during the RD stage of the 
project.  If a processing facility is not available with rail access, trucks may be used.  

 Disturbed areas would be regraded and backfilled with material suitable for habitat 
restoration.  As necessary, armoring would be provided to control erosion. 

 The existing silt trap, located upstream of the inlet to New Market Pond, would be 
cleaned following work in the brook to aid in surface water remediation.  As part of 
Site O&M, the silt traps would be cleaned regularly. 
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 Areas under bridges or in culverts that are not accessible to dredging/excavation 

equipment would be cleaned of contaminated sediment manually.  Hard surfaces 
(e.g., box culverts) would be pressure washed to remove sediment. 

 Following the completion of work, the processing facility would be decontaminated 
and the site restored. 

The work in the brook and floodplain areas would be conducted in segments based on 
natural boundaries at the Site (i.e., culverts, bridges, dams, etc.).  Areas would be 
backfilled, armored (if necessary), and habitat restored as soon as possible following the 
removal process to limit the amount of exposed residuals.  In work areas adjacent to 
residential areas, temporary fencing would be installed to control access.  The sequencing 
of work in the brook and the adjacent floodplains would be scheduled such that if heavy 
precipitation caused flooding, the impacts on already remediated areas would be 
minimized.  

Removed sediments and soils would be processed prior to disposal.  The processing 
requirements would vary based on the constituents in the sediment/soil but would be 
likely to include the following components: 

 Screening – depending on the specific components of the treatment train, multiple 
stages of screening may be required.  Initial screening would remove large solids 
such as rock and debris down to a size of approximately 4 inches.  If mechanical 
dewatering is used, secondary screening would remove solids down to less than 
½ inch minus size. 

 Soil washing processes – soil washing may be used to separate the granular materials 
(sand) from the fine-grained materials (silt, clay, organic matter), for both dredged 
sediments and excavated soils.  As discussed in the RI, contaminants are likely to 
sorb preferentially onto the fine-grained materials and in many instances the granular 
materials can be beneficially used or disposed of without additional processing.  In 
addition, soil washing can reduce the volume (and thereby the cost) of material 
requiring disposal. 

 Dewatering – either passive or mechanical dewatering could be used.  Granular soils 
are relatively free-draining and stockpiling the sediment and high moisture content 
soil may remove the water passively.  Alternatively, a mechanical dewatering plant 
can be installed at the processing facility to dewater the material. 

 Moisture conditioning – if passive dewatering is used, it may be necessary to 
moisture condition the soil or sediment prior to its shipment off-site for disposal.  
Cement, CKD, ash or other pozzolanic materials are commonly used for this 
purpose.  The reagent is mixed with the solids in a pug mill. 

 Stabilization/solidification – S/S is used to stabilize contaminants (primarily metals) 
in soil or sediment if concentrations exceed regulatory limits, and reduce the 
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leaching potential.  Once treated, the material must still be disposed of in a RCRA 
landfill since the contaminants have not been permanently removed. 

 Off-site treatment and disposal of hazardous or TSCA waste– it is possible that a 
portion of the material removed would be classified as hazardous under RCRA or as 
a TSCA waste (or both), requiring special handling.  This material would be 
segregated and shipped off-site for processing and disposal.  Potential options for 
handling this type of material would include the following: 

 RCRA processing facility – the closest RCRA TSDF is located in Kearny, New 
Jersey.  Processing costs vary based on the constituents. 

 Landfill – there are regional facilities licensed to accept material containing the 
primary contaminants present at the site in the concentrations observed at the site.  

 Thermal destruction – thermal destruction would be appropriate if the material 
contains a variety of contaminants which would each require a separate treatment 
train prior to off-site disposal or if extremely high concentrations of one 
contaminant were found.  Based on the available data, this is not anticipated to be 
necessary for the SS RAA soil and sediment. 

7.2.4. Alternative SS-3 – Excavation/Dredging of Sediments, Excavation 
with Capping of Floodplain Soils, Limited Dredging with Capping of 
New Market Pond, and MNR in Depositional Areas  

This alternative was developed to remove contaminated sediment from Bound Brook and 
New Market Pond, and contaminated soil from the surrounding floodplain and stream 
banks, thereby preventing human exposure and controlling impacts to the environment. 
However, this alternative would incorporate a combination of reduced removal with 
capping in several discrete areas of OU4 (see Figure 7-5).  Capping was not included for 
contaminants in the brook; under low flow conditions in the brook, there is the potential 
for the cap to be exposed and damaged and for the cap to disrupt flow within the brook.   

Under Alternative SS-2, the contaminated soil and sediment would be removed and 
disposed of off-site.  Alternative SS-3 is similar to Alternative SS-2 with the following 
exceptions: 

 Isolation capping of sediment in New Market Pond - hydraulic dredging would be 
used for partial removal of contaminated sediment in New Market Pond, coupled 
with construction of an engineered cap to isolate the remaining sediments from the 
environment.  Partial removal would entail the removal of enough material from the 
pond to accommodate the cap thickness without causing additional flooding, 
followed by construction of a subaqueous cap (assumed to be a 24-inch thick sand 
cap) to contain residual contaminants.  The depth of dredging would approximately 
6 inches greater than the planned thickness of the cap to maintain water depth, 
resulting in an estimated depth of dredging of 30 inches.  In some portions of the 
pond, this would remove the entire contaminated sediment inventory.  Long-term 
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use restrictions would be established for the pond to protect the cap from 
unnecessary disturbance and access agreements would be needed to provide for 
access for cap inspection and maintenance.   

 Containment/isolation capping of floodplain soils - capping would not be suitable in 
the portions of the floodplain bordering the streambed because of the potential for 
disrupting normal surface water flow patterns and the need for extensive armoring to 
protect the cap during high flow conditions.  However, capping may be an effective 
alternative in portions of the broad expanses of floodplain where contamination is 
laterally extensive (i.e., the area near the confluence of Bound Brook and Cedar 
Brook). The capped area(s) are estimated to cover approximately 15 acres (see 
Figure 7-6). Prior to capping, the area(s) would be stripped of vegetation along with 
the top one foot of soil.  In some areas this may remove the majority of contaminated 
soil. A minimum two-foot thick cap would be constructed over the remaining 
contaminants in the floodplain using standard construction equipment.  The intent of 
the cap would be to isolate the remaining contaminants in the soil from the 
environment and direct contact, not to control permeability or prevent leaching. The 
need for armoring of the isolation layer would be evaluated during the RD phase.  
Prior to capping, a surface water drainage plan would be developed for the area to 
ensure that the cap did not disrupt current flow patterns or that alternative drainage 
routes were available. Long-term use restrictions would be established for the 
capped area(s) to protect the cap from unnecessary disturbance and access 
agreements would be necessary to provide for access for cap inspection and 
maintenance. 

The remaining areas where floodplain soils exceed PRGs would be excavated for the 
full depth of contaminants, estimated at an average depth of approximately 3 feet.  
Following excavation and confirmatory sampling, the area would be backfilled and 
restored to preconstruction conditions. 

 MNR for depositional areas – the two known depositional areas in which sediment 
PCB concentrations exceed the PRGs downstream of New Market Pond (at RM2.48 
and RM3.03) would not be dredged but would be allowed to recover through MNR.  
Based upon the spacing of transects during the RI, it is possible that other small 
depositional areas could be identified during predesign investigation sampling 
during the RD.  This alternative includes a provision for further sampling to attempt 
to identify depositional areas, primarily in Reach 4, and assumes that MNR would be 
applied to these areas as well. 

Construction and sediment processing activities required to implement this alternative 
would be similar to Alternative SS-2 except as follows:  

 In New Market Pond, the cap composition and thickness would be designed to 
address bioturbation, erosion, consolidation and settlement, and chemical isolation 
(i.e., advective/diffusive contaminant flux).  The thickness of the cap may vary 
depending on the characteristics of the cap location.  Areas not receiving the cap 
would be backfilled to cover residuals. 
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 In the floodplain, site grading and capping would be conducted using standard 

construction equipment.  The cap would be constructed of a sandy loam material.  A 
vegetative layer (topsoil) would be placed over the sandy loam and seeded with 
grasses and other shallow rooted vegetation.  Annual O&M would be required to 
remove any deep rooted vegetation (e.g., shrubs and trees) to prevent disruption of 
the cap structure.  In addition, monitoring for and removal of burrowing animals 
would be required to maintain cap integrity.   

In areas of the brook adjacent to residential areas or public access areas, temporary 
fencing may be installed to control access to the work area.  The sequencing of work in 
the brook and the adjacent floodplains would be scheduled such that if heavy 
precipitation caused flooding, the impact on already remediated areas would be 
minimized.  

7.3. Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives 
The following sections evaluate the details of the proposed alternatives in accordance 
with NCP criteria. Cost summaries are discussed in this section and are presented on 
Tables 7-2 to 7-6.    

7.3.1. Alternative SS-1 - No Action 
In this alternative, no remediation systems would be installed or operated and no 
institutional controls would be implemented.  Improvements in water and sediment/soil 
quality would be only through natural attenuation of the contaminants by biodegradation, 
adsorption, diffusion, dispersion, and/or dilution.  

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 7.3.1.1.

This alternative would not be effective in protecting human health and the environment. 

 Compliance with ARARs 7.3.1.2.

This alternative would not meet chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to soil or water 
quality. Because no active remediation work would be performed, action-specific and 
location-specific ARARS would not apply.   

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 7.3.1.3.

This alternative would not be effective over the long-term or provide a permanent 
solution.  There would be no controls in place to prevent exposure to contaminated 
sediment, soil, surface water, or fish tissue in Bound Brook and the surrounding 
floodplain.  There would also be no mechanism to monitor the area to assess changes in 
toxicity of contaminated media over time.   
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 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume 7.3.1.4.

This alternative would have no significant impact on the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
contaminants in OU4 – any changes that would occur would be through natural recovery 
mechanisms and, based on the historical record of conditions at the site, are likely to be 
limited.  There is no treatment so the statutory preference for treatment is not a 
component of this alternative.     

 Short-Term Effectiveness 7.3.1.5.

There would be no short-term impacts to site workers or the community during 
construction as no actions would be implemented.   

 Implementability 7.3.1.6.

There would be no technology, engineering, or administrative controls to implement 
under this alternative.     

 Cost 7.3.1.7.

There are no costs associated with the No Action alternative. 

7.3.2. Alternative SS-2 - Excavation/Dredging of Sediments and Soils 
This alternative was developed to remove contaminated sediment from Bound Brook and 
contaminated soil from the surrounding floodplains, to prevent human exposure and 
control impacts to the environment.  The proposed removal methods consist of 
excavation in the dry of the sediment and conventional excavation of floodplain soils.      

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 7.3.2.1.

The removal of contaminated sediment from the brook and soil from adjacent floodplains 
would be protective of human health and the environment since it would accomplish the 
following: 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations to PRGs identified in the BHHRA that are 
protective of human health. 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations to PRGs identified in the ERA as protective 
of the environment. 

 Restore habitat in the brook to aid in reestablishing benthic organism communities. 

 Limit the migration of contaminants to downstream water bodies via their removal 
and off-site disposal.  

 Reduce the amount of material that would be available to impact surface water 
quality.  
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 Compliance with ARARs 7.3.2.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs including the following:  

 Floodplain – The proposed sediment and floodplain soil removal program would 
comply with state and federal regulations regarding remediation and filling in 
floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook, floodplain soil excavation areas, 
and access areas impacted by construction activities would be restored following 
construction. Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the 
start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements.  

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT (i.e., transport of hazardous materials), RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and 
state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during waste processing to ensure 
compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal and state authorities 
would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with emission 
limitations. 

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control due to construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

Implementation of this alternative would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs which are addressed by the GW RAA (see Section 9). However, 
implementation would comply with water quality regulations associated with discharges 
to surface water or groundwater. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 7.3.2.3.

Under this alternative, potential human exposure would be controlled by the removal of 
contaminated sediment and floodplain soil.  Backfilling with clean material following 
removal would cover residual solids (i.e., contaminated sediment or soil that remains 
after dredging or excavation is completed, material released to the water column that 
resettles, eroded material, or material that cannot be removed due to site constraints) and 
provide the necessary conditions for habitat restoration in the brook and surrounding 
area.   

This alternative would be an effective approach for managing the contaminated sediment 
and floodplain soil in the Study Area.  
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 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 7.3.2.4.

This alternative does not include any in situ treatment of contaminants and only limited 
ex situ treatment of contaminants as necessary for disposal of the material in a landfill or 
its beneficial use.  While the removal of the contaminated sediment and floodplain soils 
would reduce the volume and mobility of contaminants present in the OU4 Study Area, 
disposal of the material in an off-site landfill would have no impact on the toxicity, 
mobility or volume of the material through treatment.  Solidification/stabilization prior to 
disposal may be used to immobilize some contaminants but the volume of material 
requiring treatment is anticipated to be small.  It is estimated that approximately 
10 percent of contaminated sediment and soil would require treatment prior to disposal.   

 Short-Term Effectiveness 7.3.2.5.

The implementation of this remedy would involve the dredging/excavation of 
contaminated sediments and excavation of contaminated soil, transport of this material to 
a central processing facility, treating/processing the material, and shipment off site for 
final disposal/use.  The short-term impacts to workers and the community that are 
associated with these types of activities on similar construction projects include the 
following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.  Seasonal weather conditions 
(cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) and work in and around 
water would increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold 
weather. 

 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the 
watershed and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning. Monitoring of 
weather conditions upstream during work in the brook and planning for weather-
related emergencies would be required to mitigate these risks.  Localized flooding is 
also potential during large storms. 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, and surface water 
contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during construction. 
While concentrations exceed state-promulgated soil cleanup objectives for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminants are not at concentrations that would cause 
an immediate danger to life or short term health condition. Personal protective 
equipment (PPE) such as Tyvek coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should 
be worn by site workers to prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  In areas where 
contaminants are detected at concentrations that would have the potential to cause 
exposures above Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
permissible exposure limits, additional steps would be taken to minimize the 
exposure to construction workers. 
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 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 

through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 Construction traffic on area roads in an urban environment can pose risks to the local 
community both due to an increase in the number of trucks and the presence of 
equipment in unfamiliar areas.  In addition, many of the access routes for the 
construction vehicles would be on public lands adjacent to parks and schools.   

 Work within the streambed has the potential to resuspend contaminants in the water 
column and cause them to spread downstream.  This is of particular concern during 
large storm events which may overwhelm stormwater controls if not properly sized. 
Silt curtains would be used to minimize the dispersion of contaminants downstream.  

 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife while 
dredging/excavation is occurring.  However, construction in the brook would likely 
be limited to one or two 1,000 to 2,000 foot stretches at a time.  In most instances, 
areas to be impacted are surrounded by similar conditions and wildlife can 
temporarily relocate during construction.  Water-based wildlife would be impacted 
to a greater degree than land-based wildlife. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the remediation areas (noise, odors, and lights). 

 Implementability 7.3.2.6.

Sediment dredging/excavation and soil excavation are common techniques for the 
removal of contaminated material using standard construction equipment. Numerous 
firms provide these types of services.  Where possible, work would be limited to public 
property; some access agreements may need to be negotiated with impacted property 
owners.   

 Cost 7.3.2.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 7-2.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $187,300,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (in-field construction 
activities) is estimated to take 2.5 years to complete.  No annual long-term O&M costs 
are anticipated for Alternative SS-2 although periodic costs for silt trap cleaning have 
been included.  The net present value, based on a 7 percent discount rate, for Alternative 
SS-2 is approximately $177,600,000.  
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7.3.3. Alternative SS-3 - Excavation/Dredging of Sediments, Excavation 

with Capping of Floodplain Soils, Limited Dredging with Capping of 
New Market Pond; and MNR in Depositional Areas 

This alternative was developed to remove contaminated sediment from Bound Brook and 
contaminated soil from the surrounding floodplains to prevent human exposure and 
control impacts to the environment, using a combination of removal and containment 
technologies. The proposed removal method consists of excavating sediments “in the 
dry” and conventional excavation of floodplain soils. Capping would be limited to 
isolation capping to prevent casual contact with contaminants. 

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 7.3.3.1.

The removal of contaminated soil and sediment from the brook and adjacent floodplains 
would be protective of human health and the environment since it would:  

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations to PRGs identified in the BHHRA as 
protective of human health. 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations to PRGs identified in the ERA as protective 
of the environment. 

 Restore habitat in the brook to aid in reestablishing benthic organism communities. 

 Limit the migration of contaminants to downstream water bodies by their removal 
and off-site disposal or by capping to isolate the material from the environment.  

 Reduce the amount of material that would be available to impact surface water 
quality.  

 Small areas of the brook with contaminant concentrations exceeding PRGs would be 
allowed to recover through MNR over time. 

 Compliance with ARARs 7.3.3.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs including the following:  

 Floodplain – The proposed sediment and floodplain soil removal program would 
comply with state and federal regulations regarding remediation and filling in 
floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook, floodplain soil excavation areas, 
and access areas impacted by construction activities would be restored following 
construction. Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the 
start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements.  

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT (i.e., transport of hazardous materials), RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and 
state waste management regulations. 
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 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during waste processing to ensure 

compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal and state authorities 
would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with emission 
limitations. 

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control due to construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

Implementation of this alternative would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs which are addressed by the GW RAA (see Section 9).  However, 
implementation would comply with water quality regulations associated with discharges 
to surface water or groundwater. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 7.3.3.1.

Under this alternative, potential human exposure would be controlled by the removal of 
approximately 70 percent of contaminated sediment and floodplain soil in the Study Area 
with concentrations exceeding PRGs; approximately 30 percent of contaminated 
sediment and floodplains soils would be capped in-place to prevent contact; and less than 
1 percent of contaminated sediment in small depositional areas in the brook would be 
allowed to recovery naturally over time through MNR.  Backfilling of the brook with 
clean material would cover residual solids that might remain in place after removal 
operations are complete and provide the necessary conditions for habitat restoration in the 
brook.  Institutional controls would be implemented to prevent the capped areas from 
being disrupted and annual monitoring would be conducted to assess and maintain the 
condition of the caps.  While this approach would initially provide a high degree of 
protection, its long-term effectiveness is dependent on maintenance of the caps in 
perpetuity. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 7.3.3.2.

This alternative does not include any in situ treatment of contaminants and only limited 
ex situ treatment of contaminants as necessary for disposal of the material in a landfill or 
its beneficial use.  While the removal of the contaminated sediment and floodplain soils 
would reduce the volume and mobility of contaminants present in the OU4 study area, 
disposal of the material in an off-site landfill would have no impact on the toxicity, 
mobility or volume of the material through treatment. Solidification/stabilization prior to 
disposal may be used to immobilize some contaminants but the volume of material 
requiring treatment is anticipated to be small.  It is estimated that approximately 
10 percent of contaminated sediment and soil removed from the brook and floodplain 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 7-27 

 



 
Section 7 

Sediment and Floodplain Soil (SS)  
 
(approximately 7 percent of the total volume of contaminated material) would require 
treatment prior to disposal.   

 Short-Term Effectiveness 7.3.3.3.

The implementation of this remedy would involve the excavation of contaminated 
sediments “in the dry” and excavation of contaminated floodplain soil, transport of this 
material to a central processing facility, treatment/processing of the material, and 
shipment off site for final disposal/use.  The short-term impacts to workers and the 
community are associated with risks from activities on similar construction projects and 
include the following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects of similar size.  Seasonal 
weather conditions (cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) would 
increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold weather. 
Dewatering of the brook prior to sediment removal would reduce open water-related 
risks for site workers.  

 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the 
watershed and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning. Monitoring of 
weather conditions upstream during work in the brook and planning for weather-
related emergencies would be required to mitigate these risks.  Localized flooding is 
also a potential hazard during large storms. 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, and surface water 
contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during construction. 
While concentrations exceed state-promulgated soil cleanup objectives for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminants are not at concentrations that would cause 
an immediate danger to life or short term health conditions. The use of PPE such as 
Tyvek coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves by site workers should prevent 
dermal exposure to contaminants.  In areas where concentrations are detected at 
levels that would have the potential to cause exposures above OSHA permissible 
exposure limits, additional steps would be taken to minimize the exposure to 
construction workers. 

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 
through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 Construction traffic on area roads in an urban environment can pose risks to the local 
community both due to an increase in the number of trucks and the presence of 
equipment in unfamiliar areas. In addition, many of the access routes for the 
construction vehicles would be on public lands adjacent to parks and schools.  
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 Work within the streambed (e.g., during coffer dam installation or the discharge of 

bypass water) has the potential to resuspend contaminants in the water column and 
subsequently spread them downstream.  This is of particular concern during large 
storm events which may overwhelm stormwater controls if not adequately sized.  
Silt curtains would be used to minimize the dispersion of contaminants downstream.   

 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife while excavation 
is occurring.  However, construction in the brook would likely be limited to one or 
two 1,000 to 2,000 linear foot stretches at a time.  In most instances, areas to be 
impacted are surrounded by similar conditions and wildlife can temporarily relocate 
during construction.  Water-based wildlife would be impacted to a greater degree 
than land-based wildlife. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the remediation areas (noise, odors, and lights). 

 Implementability 7.3.3.4.

Contaminated sediment/soil excavation, coffer dam construction, and water bypass lines 
are common construction elements that require standard construction equipment.  
Numerous firms offer these types of construction services.  Work would be performed on 
to public property where possible; some access agreements would need to be negotiated 
with impacted property owners.  For brook diversion scenarios, controlling flow from 
upstream areas in the brook would pose potential problems because of the wide range of 
flows during storm events.  

 Cost 7.3.3.5.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 7-3.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $165,700,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (in-field construction 
activities) is estimated to take 2.5 years to complete.  For Alternative SS-3, long-term 
O&M costs are included for cap monitoring and repairs, and MNR sampling for the 
depositional areas.  Periodic costs for silt trap cleaning and cap maintenance have also 
been included.  The net present value, based on a 7 percent discount rate, for Alternative 
SS-3 is approximately $157,800,000.  
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8. Capacitor Debris (CD) 

8.1. Effectiveness, Implementability, and Cost Screening 
Figure 8-1 provides a summary of the initial GRA screening results for the CD RAA.  
The retained technologies/process options were submitted to a secondary round of 
screening in accordance with the criteria presented in Section 5.2.   

8.1.1. No Action 
The No Action alternative was retained as a baseline condition for evaluation purposes. 

8.1.2. Institutional Controls and Monitoring 
Implementability.  Planned restrictions on the development and future use of the former 
CDE facility (OU2) could be extended to the area of the CD RAA.  Depending on the 
institutional controls, enactment and enforcement would require the cooperation of state 
and/or local officials, and the affected property owners.  Site monitoring could be 
conducted periodically to assist in assessing the impact of the in-place contaminants on 
the environment.  Monitoring programs can be implemented but may require cooperation 
with local property owners to allow access to portions of the site.  

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of institutional controls in preventing exposure to 
contaminated media in this setting is limited and depends on their coverage and on 
whether they are observed and/or enforced.  In general, institutional controls limit future 
activities but do not address current exposure routes that are not modified by the new 
restrictions.  Monitoring does not prevent potential exposure to existing contaminants, it 
merely allows for tracking conditions over time. Institutional controls and monitoring do 
not reduce the mass of contaminants nor do they prevent further contaminant migration.  
Institutional controls and monitoring are commonly implemented in conjunction with 
other technologies. 

Costs.  The capital costs for establishing institutional controls are negligible.  The 
majority of the cost associated with monitoring programs is accrued annually and varies 
depending on the size of the program, but is typically low. 

Screening Decision.  Institutional controls and monitoring alone would not significantly 
reduce the risks associated with CD and would be most effective when used in 
conjunction with other remedial actions.  Institutional controls and monitoring are 
retained for further evaluation when used in conjunction with other remedial processes 
for the CD RAA. 
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8.1.3. Containment 
One process option (capping) was retained for further evaluation under Containment. 

Implementability.  Constructing an cap over the remaining CD buried in the side slope 
of the former CDE facility is technically feasible. Site conditions may restrict the cap 
design in some areas due to the proximity of the brook, unless performed in conjunction 
with soil/debris removal. Capping without excavation of the CD could necessitate a 
substantial increase in the size or configuration of the cap in order to achieve stable 
conditions on the side slope.  Given the size of the floodplain in the area of the former 
CDE facility, capping alternatives are unlikely to impact water levels during flooding. 
Some clearing of vegetation along the brook or in the floodplain would be required for 
site access.  Long-term monitoring and cap maintenance would be required for any 
capping scenarios.   

Effectiveness.  Two types of capping systems are potentially feasible in this situation: 
isolation caps aimed primarily at separating the CD materials from humans and the 
general environment, and impermeable caps which have the added feature of controlling 
infiltration and reducing leaching associated with the CD materials.  Given groundwater 
elevations in the surrounding soil and bedrock, depending on the design there is a 
potential for cap failure particularly with an impermeable cap due to the buildup of 
groundwater behind the cap.  During predesign investigations, seasonal high and low 
groundwater elevations would need to be compared to the cap elevation to determine its 
feasibility and whether groundwater relief/interceptor trenches could be employed at the 
base of the cap to address a groundwater build-up concern.  Such measures would need to 
be considered in concert with the GW RAA. 

The primary concern associated with capping is in maintaining cap integrity.  Erosional 
forces in the brook and from stormwater runoff down the slope could impact the cap 
integrity, although armoring can be used to control erosion and protect the cap.  Slope 
stability is also a concern depending on the soil type, groundwater flow patterns in the 
side slope behind the cap, and surface water flow from above the cap on the former CDE 
facility property.  Block and rotational failure modes need to be evaluated during the cap 
design. 

Costs.  The capital costs for capping are low to moderate and would be impacted by 
access issues and the need to armor sections of the cap to protect from erosion.  O&M 
costs relate primarily to monitoring of the cap integrity and are generally low but must be 
continued in perpetuity. 
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Screening Decision.  Capping is an implementable, cost effective solution for isolating 
contaminants and will be retained for further consideration for use in either limited areas 
or in conjunction with Removal. 

8.1.4. Removal 
One process option (excavation) was retained for further evaluation under Removal. 

Implementability. Excavation is implementable for the CD RAA – either partial removal 
of the CD and the construction of an impermeable cap over the remaining CD or 
complete removal of the CD.  The primary concerns associated with either approach 
would be access to the area given the proximity of the side slope to the brook and 
potential slope stability issues, particularly in areas adjacent to the brook.  Predesign 
investigations may reveal the presence of CD material in other locations along the brook 
and near the former CDE facility.  Removal of the twin culverts on the former railroad 
line would be necessary to create a stable condition to maintain cap integrity in the long-
term. 

Effectiveness: Excavation (either partial or complete removal) is a common method for 
remediating waste materials, particularly when there is a relatively small volume of waste 
in a localized area, such as for the CD RAA.  Excavation of the CD would remove/help 
isolate the side slope as a source area for future contamination of the brook.  Complete 
removal would eliminate the need for site and cap maintenance in this area; partial 
removal and capping would entail maintenance of a capping system in perpetuity. 
Excavation is conducted with standard construction equipment using conventional 
industry procedures. 

Costs.  Costs for partial or complete excavation are moderate but could be impacted by 
access issues. 

Screening Decision.  Excavation is an implementable, cost effective solution for 
controlling CD contaminants in soil and will be retained for further consideration.  

8.1.5. Ex Situ Treatment 
Three process options (thermal desorption, thermal destruction, and off-site processing) 
were retained for CD materials under Ex Situ Treatment.  In addition, depending on the 
physical and chemical characteristics of the material excavated in the CD RAA, 
treatment/processing may be required prior to land disposal to comply with RCRA Land 
Ban regulations or TSCA. 
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 Thermal Desorption 8.1.5.1.
Implementability.  Thermal desorption was used during OU2 soil remediation to treat 
contaminated soil, operating at temperatures between 700 and 800°F.  There are a 
number of commercial thermal desorption process vendors.  Mobile package plants are 
available in sizes capable of treating from 20 to 100 tons of waste per hour.  Operation of 
the unit would require USEPA coordinate with NJDEP to establish air emission standards 
which could take several months.  High moisture content soil would need to be dewatered 
prior to treatment.  Land would be needed for a treatment facility to dewater and process 
the material.   

Effectiveness.  Thermal desorption was used to treat the soil from OU2 and has proven 
effective in the destruction of a range of organic contaminants.  The process is not 
effective on inorganics, which may require treatment through another method based on 
regulatory requirements.  Non-organic debris in the feed material can interfere with the 
treatment process.  

Costs.  The processing cost for thermal desorption is moderate; however given the low 
volume of CD RAA material likely to require treatment and the high fixed costs for 
startup and verifying substantive compliance requirements of a thermal treatment unit, 
the unit price would be high. 

Screening Decision.  Thermal desorption will be retained for further evaluation. 

 Thermal Destruction 8.1.5.2.

Implementability.  There are at least six commercial facilities in the U.S. permitted for 
the treatment of a range of hazardous waste materials including PCBs, metals, and 
pesticides.  These facilities are generally located in the Midwest and Western states, some 
more than 1200 miles from the OU4 Study Area.  The available capacity of the different 
systems as well as the availability of equipment to transport the material to the facilities 
would vary depending on the timing of remediation activities. 

Effectiveness.  Thermal destruction at a commercial incinerator is a proven means for the 
destruction of organic contaminants.   

Costs.  The cost to process (dewater), transport, treat and dispose of the treated material 
is high. 

Screening Decision.  Thermal destruction is currently the only proven method for 
destruction of certain contaminants at concentrations exceeding UTS and that can handle 
a range of contaminants. It is also the only permitted treatment for some materials/items 
under TSCA.  Depending on the combination of materials and contaminants and their 
concentrations in the CD, multiple, separate treatment processes could be required before 
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landfilling of the material would be permissible under federal and state regulations, 
making thermal destruction potentially cost-effective.  Thermal destruction will be 
retained for further evaluation. 

 Off-Site Processing 8.1.5.3.

Implementability.  Commercial TSDFs licensed for the treatment and/or disposal of 
hazardous waste are located in New Jersey and elsewhere.   

Effectiveness.  Off-site treatment facilities employ a variety of types of treatment 
systems to manage a range of contaminants.  Facilities are available to treat the range of 
contaminants that have been identified in the OU4 Study Area. 

Costs.  Depending on the location of the proposed facility, transportation costs to ship the 
waste to the processing facility are likely to be high.  Processing costs are variable based 
on the volume of material and the contaminants involved but are generally moderate to 
high. 

Screening Decision.  Off-site processing will be retained for further evaluation. 

8.1.6. Beneficial Use/Disposal 
Two process options (on-site disposal and off-site disposal) were retained for CD 
materials under Beneficial Use/Disposal.  Beneficial use of the material is not considered 
feasible for the waste identified in testing of the CD RAA. 

 On-Site Disposal 8.1.6.1.
Implementability.  During the OU2 soil remedy, material treated using thermal 
desorption was subsequently placed on-site and contained under an asphalt cap.  A 
portion of the excavated soil was not treated using the on-site thermal desorption process 
and was shipped off-site for disposal.   

Effectiveness.  On-site placement within the limits of the former CDE facility property 
was determined to be an effective alternative for managing the capacitor debris in the CD 
RAA, following treatment using thermal desorption.  The existing grades established 
during the OU2 soils remedy would need to be modified, however, to accommodate the 
additional material.  Changes in site grades may impact the stormwater collection system. 

Costs.  On-site disposal costs are low. 

Screening Decision.  On-site disposal will be retained for further evaluation. 

 Off-Site Disposal 8.1.6.2.
Implementability.  Land disposal regulations under RCRA are based on four criteria: 
reactivity, ignitability, flammability and toxicity, for which toxicity is likely to be the 
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primary concern for material from OU4.  For materials exceeding the toxicity criterion 
under RCRA, land disposal restrictions require that materials with contaminant 
concentrations exceeding the alternative treatment standard for UHCs (i.e., 10 times the 
UTS) must be treated prior to disposal to achieve either a 90 percent reduction of UHCs 
or a reduction in UHCs to no more than 10 times the UTS.  

The contaminants and contaminant concentrations would determine the type of facility 
that can accept the waste.  For materials containing more than 50 mg/kg of PCBs, 
disposal in a TSCA permitted landfill or incineration is required. 

A number of hazardous, nonhazardous, and TSCA landfills are available and have the 
capacity for the disposal of waste from the CD RAA.  Prior to land disposal, the material 
must be dewatered such that it can pass the paint filter test; excavated material from the 
CD RAA is not expected to require significant, if any, dewatering.  

Effectiveness.  Disposal in a landfill is an effective method for final disposal of 
excavated materials.  Off-site landfills would need to be permitted to accept the types and 
concentrations of contaminants present in the waste stream. 

Costs.  Disposal and transportation costs are moderate to high. 

Screening Decision.  Off-site disposal will be retained for further evaluation. 

8.1.7. Summary of Retained Process Options 
Table 8-1 provides an overview summary of the technology screening process for the CD 
RAA.  Following screening based on the effectiveness, implementability, and cost of 
each alternative, the following remedial process options have been retained for 
consideration in alternatives assembly: 

 No Action 

 Containment 
- Capping. 

 Removal 
- Excavation (either partial or complete). 

 Ex Situ Treatment 
- Thermal Desorption. 
- Thermal Destruction. 
- RCRA TSDF. 

 Beneficial Use/Disposal 
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- On-Site Disposal. 
- Off-Site Disposal. 

8.2. Development of Alternatives 
Figure 8-2 summarizes the results of the secondary screening on the technology and 
process options; Figure 8-3 provides a decision tree of potential alternatives based on the 
results of the screening. The following alternatives are proposed for the CD RAA at 
OU4: 

 Alternative CD-1: No Action 

 Alternative CD-2: Surface Excavation, Capping, and Containment 

 Alternative CD-3: Full Depth Excavation, Thermal Desorption, and On-Site 
Burial of Treated Materials 

 Alternative CD-4: Full Depth Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 

For Alternative CD-3, land use restrictions planned as part of the OU2 remedy would 
need to be expanded to include the CD RAA.  Additional institutional controls limiting 
construction in/on the side slope and toe of slope area may be required, particularly if 
material is left in place (i.e., if full excavation is not performed).   

8.2.1. Alternative CD-1 – No Action 
Alternative CD-1 was developed from the NCP provision that requires consideration of a 
no action response to serve as a baseline for evaluating other remedial alternatives. 

CD was buried at the former CDE facility (and potentially in other unidentified areas near 
the former CDE facility) sometime between 1936 and 1962.  Contaminants have leached 
from the burial area into the environment through subsurface fate and transport processes.  
These processes would continue into the future unless some action is taken to control the 
source (i.e., buried PTW material). High flow events in Bound Brook historically 
exposed buried CD waste and permitted the transport of capacitors downstream in Bound 
Brook until an erosion control and armor layer on the banks of Bound Brook was 
installed during a 2008 USEPA removal action.   

The no action response does not include containment, removal, disposal, or treatment of 
contaminated media.  In accordance with OSWER Directive 9283.1-33 (June 2009), the 
no action alternative also does not include new institutional controls although existing 
NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  Improvement 
of contaminated media would be through natural processes such as biodegradation, 
adsorption or diffusion, dispersion, and dilution, which are not expected to be effective 
for the debris and comparatively high PCB concentrations in the CD waste.  Because this 
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alternative would only be selected if the hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site 
were determined not to be a threat to human health and the environments, five-year 
remedy reviews are not required under this alternative.    

8.2.2. Alternative CD-2 – Surface Excavation and Capping 
This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of the limited removal of CD 
materials from the side slope of the former CDE facility to prevent recontamination of the 
brook, to control potential human exposure, and to limit impacts to the environment 
while minimizing disruption to the area.  Conventional excavation techniques would be 
used to remove the soil/debris from the side slope and to regrade the slope to allow cap 
construction.  The extent of the excavation would be based on a number of factors to be 
established during the remedial design including the characteristics of the foundation 
soils, slope stability, setback from Bound Brook, regrading following the twin culvert 
removal, and other site specific conditions.  For cost estimation purposes, an average 
5 foot excavation (measured perpendicular to the side slope) was assumed. Following 
excavation, an impermeable cap would be installed over the side slope. For cost 
estimating purposes, the cap was assumed to consist of the following components: 

 1-foot sand grading layer.  This layer would be used to shape the remaining 
material in the side slope and provide a protective buffer layer under the 
geomembrane liner system.   

 Impermeable geomembrane liner.  This liner would consist of either a PVC or 
Linear Low Density Polyethylene (LLDPE) geomembrane (to be established 
during the RD).  The liner would extend some distance from the top of the slope 
onto the former CDE property to prevent surface water infiltration from 
undercutting the anchoring system. 

 2-foot protective soil layer.  A minimum of two feet of soil would be placed on 
top of the geomembrane liner to protect the liner material. 

 1-foot organic soil layer.  This would be used to establish a vegetative layer to 
help control erosion. 

 2-foot rock buttress/armoring layer at the toe of the slope.  This layer would be 
used to prevent erosion in the event of flooding in the brook as well as to stabilize 
the slope (if determined necessary during the RD).   

Following excavation, soil removed from the side slope would be processed (as 
necessary) and disposed of in an off-site landfill (see Figure 8-3).  Because this 
alternative involves a specified depth of removal rather than compliance with PRGs, no 
confirmatory sampling would be conducted. 

As part of the soil excavation process, soil and sediment in the brook on and around the 
twin culverts bulkhead would be excavated and the culverts removed. This former rail 
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access point is no longer used and CD has been found buried in this area.  In addition, the 
culverts contribute to downstream erosion and retention of sediment and debris upstream.  
After soil excavation, the brook would be restored to a condition closer to the pre-
development channel.  

At the toe of the side slope is a 2-acre area bounded on two sides by Bound Brook.  Soil 
testing in this area indicated that total PCB concentrations in these floodplain soils are 
greater than soil PRGs.  Following the other remedial activities under CD-2, soil in this 
area would be stripped to a depth of approximately 1 foot and the wetland areas 
reconstructed. 

During the OU1 soil investigations, an area contiguous to the floodplain and close to the 
southeastern corner of the former CDE facility property was identified as having high 
concentrations of PCBs.  This area is located on a parcel of land between two properties 
on Spicer Avenue in the area  of “Factory Street” (a platted but unconstructed road 
intersecting with Spicer Avenue; see Figure 3-6).  The parcel is bounded by residential 
property and total PCBs concentrations in soil in the area exceed limits for a PTW.  Soil 
in this area would be removed and the area regraded. 

Construction activities required to implement this alternative would include the following 
elements: 

 Excavated soils would be transported to a central processing facility for processing 
prior to shipment off-site.  The construction of the processing facility is included 
under the SS RAA.  At the processing facility, soil would be segregated based on the 
characteristics of the material as determined during the design phase.  Material 
classified as hazardous or TSCA waste would be stockpiled separately from material 
classified as non-hazardous; material requiring processing prior to disposal would be 
stockpiled separately from material not requiring processing.  

 Soil would be processed as necessary for disposal.  The processed solids would be 
shipped to an off-site disposal facility.   

 Disturbed areas would be backfilled with material suitable for slope stability and 
habitat restoration.  As necessary, armoring for erosion control would be provided in 
areas subject to flooding or erosion. 

The required processing facility components would vary based on the constituents in the 
CD but are anticipated to be similar to those described in Alternative SS-2. 

8.2.3. Alternative CD-3 – Full Depth Excavation, Thermal Desorption, and 
On-site Burial of Residuals 

This alternative was developed to evaluate complete removal of CD materials from the 
side slope area of the former CDE facility in conjunction with local treatment and burial 
on the former CDE facility property.  The intent of this alternative is to prevent 
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recontamination of the brook, to control potential human exposure, and to limit impacts 
to the environment.  Conventional excavation techniques would be used to remove the 
CD from the slope area to a depth approximately 10 feet bgs (measured at toe of slope). 
Following excavation, the area would be backfilled and regraded as necessary for slope 
stability.  As necessary, a 2-foot-thick armor layer would be placed at the toe of the slope 
to stabilize the slope and control erosion during flooding events.  Excavated soils would 
be processed (as necessary for further treatment), treated by thermal desorption, and 
buried within the limits of the former CDE facility (see Figure 8-4).    

As part of the soil excavation process, soil and sediment in the brook on and around the 
twin culverts bulkhead would be excavated and the culverts removed. This former rail 
access point is no longer used and CD has been found in this area.  After soil excavation, 
the brook would be restored to a condition closer to the pre-development channel. 

At the toe of the side slope is a 2-acre area bounded on two sides by Bound Brook.  Soil 
testing in this area indicated that total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils are greater 
than PRGs.  Following the other remedial activities under CD-3, soil in this area would 
be stripped to a depth of approximately 1 foot and the wetland areas reconstructed. 

During the OU1 soil investigations, an area contiguous to the floodplain and close to the 
southeastern corner of the former CDE facility property was identified as having high 
concentrations of PCBs.  This area is located on a parcel of land between two properties 
on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street” (a platted but unconstructed road 
intersecting with Spicer Avenue; see Figure 3-6).  The parcel is bounded by residential 
property and total PCBs concentrations in soil the area exceed limits for a PTW.  Soil in 
this area would be removed and the area regraded. 

Following soil removal, a confirmatory sampling program would be implemented within 
the limits of excavation, to sample the floor and walls for compliance with PRGs.  A 
number of samples would be collected and analyzed for total PCBs.  Because PCBs are 
generally co-located with other contaminants, the concentration of total PCBs in the 
confirmatory samples would be used as an indication of the effectiveness of the removal 
process.  This decision would be reviewed during the RD phase based on the predesign 
investigation results, to determine whether additional analytes (e.g., other OU4 COPCs or 
COPECs) would need to be evaluated during confirmatory sampling.  

If the removal cells are large enough such that the collection of a statistically significant 
number of samples (approximately 25 to 30 samples) is feasible, the post-removal 
concentrations from those samples can be used to calculate SWACs for comparison to 
PRGs.  If the cells are not large enough to implement a SWAC approach, the analytical 
results would be directly compared to the PRGs.  For smaller cells to be considered 
“clean”, the analytical results from all samples would need to meet the PRG. 
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Construction activities required to implement this alternative would include the following 
elements: 

 Excavated soils would be transported to a central processing facility for processing 
prior to shipment off-site.  The construction of the processing facility is included 
under the SS RAA.  At the processing facility, soil would be segregated based on the 
characteristics of the material as determined during the design phase.  Material 
classified as hazardous or TSCA waste would be stockpiled separately from material 
classified as non-hazardous; material requiring processing prior to disposal would be 
stockpiled separately from material not requiring processing. The material would be 
screened to remove large items (rock, debris) and dewatered as necessary based on 
the equipment specifications for the thermal desorption unit. 

 A location for the thermal desorption system would need to be identified.  During 
the OU2 soil remediation project the unit was located on the former CDE facility but 
this option is unlikely to be available.  For cost estimating purposes it was assumed 
that the thermal desorption facility would be located at the central processing 
facility. 

 The testing and analysis associated with establishing compliance with emission 
limitations would be performed for the thermal desorption unit. 

 Disturbed areas would be backfilled with material suitable for slope stability and 
habitat restoration.  As necessary, armoring for erosion control would be provided in 
areas subject to flooding or erosion. 

 Following the completion of work, the processing facility would be decontaminated 
and restored. 

Excavated soils would be treated by thermal desorption prior to on-site burial of the 
material within the limits of the former CDE facility.  The processing would vary based 
on the constituents present in the CD but are anticipated to be similar to those described 
in Alternative SS-2 including the following: 

 Screening – depending on the specific components of the treatment train, multiple 
stages of screening may be required.  Initial screening would remove large solids 
such as rock and debris down to a size of approximately 4 inches.   

 Dewatering – mechanical dewatering is not anticipated to be required; passive 
dewatering through stockpiling is anticipated to suffice.  Granular soils are relatively 
free draining and the CD material is expected to dewater passively.  If necessary, the 
mechanical dewatering plant at the processing facility can be used to dewater the 
sediment or fine-grained soils. 

 Moisture conditioning – if additional moisture conditioning is necessary prior to 
treatment, a pozzolanic reagent would be used.  Cement, CKD, ash or other 
pozzolanic materials are commonly used for this purpose.  The reagent is mixed with 
the solids in a pug mill. 
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8.2.4. Alternative CD-4 – Full Depth Excavation and Off-site Disposal 
This alternative was developed to evaluate complete removal of the CD materials from 
the side slope of the former CDE facility to prevent recontamination of the brook, to 
control potential human exposure, and to limit impacts to the environment.  Conventional 
excavation techniques would be used to remove the CD to a depth of approximately 
10 feet bgs (measured at the toe of slope). Following excavation, the side slope would be 
backfilled and regraded for stability.  As necessary, a 2-foot-thick armor layer would be 
placed to stabilize the slope and control erosion during flood events in the brook.  
Following removal, soils would be processed (as necessary) and shipped off site for 
disposal in a landfill (see Figure 8-5).    

As part of the soil excavation process, soil and sediment in the brook on and around the 
twin culverts bulkhead would be excavated and the culverts removed. This former rail 
access point is no longer used and CD has been found in this area.  After soil excavation, 
the brook would be restored to a condition closer to the pre-development channel. 

At the toe of the side slope is a 2-acre area bounded on two sides by Bound Brook.  Soil 
testing in this area indicated that total PCB concentrations in floodplain soils are greater 
than PRGs.  Following the other remedial activities under CD-4, soil in this area would 
be stripped to a depth of approximately 1 foot and the wetland areas reconstructed. 

During the OU1 soil investigations, an area contiguous to the floodplain and close to the 
southeastern corner of the former CDE facility property was identified with high 
concentrations of total PCBs.  This area is located on a parcel of land between two 
properties on Spicer Avenue in the area of “Factory Street” (a platted but unconstructed 
road intersecting with Spicer Avenue; see Figure 3-6).  The parcel is bounded by 
residential property and total PCBs concentrations in soil the area exceed limits for a 
PTW.  Soil in this area would be removed and the area regraded. 

Following soil removal, a confirmatory sampling program would be implemented within 
the limits of excavation to sample the floor and walls of the excavation areas for 
compliance with PRGs.  A number of samples would be collected and analyzed for total 
PCBs. Because PCBs are generally co-located with other contaminants, the 
concentrations of total PCBs in the confirmatory samples would be used as an indication 
of the effectiveness of the removal process.  This decision would be reviewed during the 
RD based on the predesign investigation results, to determine if additional analytes (e.g., 
other OU4 COPCs or COPECs) would need to be evaluated during confirmatory 
sampling. 

If the removal cells are large enough such that the collection of a statistically significant 
number of samples (approximately 25-30 samples) is feasible, the post-removal 
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concentrations from those samples can be used to calculate SWACs for comparison to 
cleanup goals.  If the cells are not large enough to implement a SWAC approach, the 
analytical results would be directly compared to the PRGs.  For smaller cells to be 
considered “clean”, the analytical results from all the samples would need to meet the 
PRGs. 

Construction activities required to implement this alternative would include the following 
elements: 

 Excavated soils would be transported to a central processing facility for processing 
prior to shipment off-site.  The construction of the processing facility is included 
under the SS RAA. At the processing facility, soil would be segregated based on the 
characteristics of the material as determined during the design phase.  Material 
classified as hazardous or TSCA waste would be stockpiled separately from material 
classified as non-hazardous; material requiring processing prior to disposal would be 
stockpiled separately from material not requiring processing.  

 Soil would be processed as necessary for disposal.  The processed solids would be 
shipped to an off-site disposal facility.   

 Disturbed areas would be backfilled with material suitable for slope stability and 
habitat restoration.  As necessary, armoring for erosion control would be provided in 
areas subject to flooding or erosion. 

 Following the completion of work, the processing facility would be decontaminated 
and restored. 

Excavated soils would be processed prior to disposal.  The processing facility 
components would vary based on the constituents in the CD but are anticipated to be 
similar to those described in Alternative SS-2. 

8.3. Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives 
The following sections present details of the proposed alternatives in accordance with 
NCP criteria.  Cost summaries are discussed and are presented on Tables 8-2 to 8-4.   

8.3.1. Alternative CD-1 - No Action 
In this alternative, the CD materials would be left in place, no site controls would be 
installed or operated, and no new institutional controls would be implemented, although 
existing NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  
Improvements in the quality of surface and subsurface soils in the CD area would be 
through natural attenuation of the contaminants by biodegradation, adsorption, diffusion, 
dispersion, and/or dilution, which are not expected to be effective processes for 
attenuating the high levels of PCBs and debris in the CD area.  
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 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 8.3.1.1.

This alternative would not be effective in protecting human health and the environment. 

 Compliance with ARARs 8.3.1.2.

This alternative would not meet chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to soil or water 
quality.  Because no active remediation work would be performed, action-specific and 
location-specific ARARs would not apply. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 8.3.1.3.

This alternative would not be effective over the long-term or provide a permanent 
solution to controlling the discharge of CD waste and leachate into the brook.  There 
would be no means to monitor the area to assess changes in toxicity of contaminated 
media over time.   

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 8.3.1.4.

This alternative would not include treatment and thus would not have a significant impact 
on the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants in OU4.  Any changes that would 
occur would be through natural recovery mechanisms and, based on the historical record 
of conditions at the site, are likely to be limited.       

 Short-Term Effectiveness 8.3.1.5.

There would be no short-term impacts to site workers or the community during 
construction as no actions would be implemented.   

 Implementability 8.3.1.6.

There would be no technology, engineering, or administrative controls required to 
implement under this alternative.     

 Cost 8.3.1.7.

There are no costs associated with the No Action Alternative. 

8.3.2. Alternative CD-2 – Surface Excavation and Capping 
This alternative was developed to prevent recontamination of the brook due to erosion 
and exposure of CD, to control potential human exposure, and to limit impacts to the 
environment by removing the surficial CD materials from the side slope of the former 
CDE facility and constructing a cap over the remaining materials, in addition to the 
removal of CD in other areas identified during predesign investigations.  Conventional 
excavation techniques would be used to remove the CD for processing and off-site 
disposal.     
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 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 8.3.2.1.

The removal and containment of CD materials would accomplish the following: 

 Stabilize and contain the CD materials buried in the side slope of the former CDE 
facility. 

 Prevent contaminants from being washed into the brook from the side slope and 
adjacent floodplain soils, effectively reducing the potential for recontamination of 
brook sediments. 

 Maintain contaminant levels in surface soils below levels identified in the BHHRA 
as protective of human health. 

 Maintain contaminant levels surface soils below levels identified in the ERA as 
protective of the environment. 

This alternative addresses only the CD material buried in the side slope of the former 
CDE facility - it does not address contaminated sediment in the brook or contaminated 
floodplain soil not located in the CD RAA, or the contaminated groundwater discharges 
to the brook.  These items are addressed in separate RAAs.  

 Compliance with ARARs 8.3.2.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Floodplain – While some filling within the floodplain may be necessary to construct 
a stable side slope, the impact on the floodplain’s storage capacity should be minor 
and would comply with federal and state regulations regarding remediation and 
filling in floodplains..  In addition, removal of the twin culverts would off-set any 
changes in capacity resulting from cap construction. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook are likely to be impacted by 
construction activities and would be restored following construction.  Mitigation 
would be required if wetlands were permanently lost due to construction activities. 
Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the start of work 
to establish compliance with substantive requirements. 

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during excavation and waste 
processing to ensure compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal 
and state authorities would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance 
with emission limitations. 

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation controls during construction would be 
addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 
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Implementation of this alternative would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs (refer to the GW RAA).  However, implementation would comply with 
water quality regulations associated with discharges to surface or groundwater in 
accordance with ARARs. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 8.3.2.3.

Under this alternative, potential human exposure would be controlled by removing a 
portion of the CD materials and capping the remainder in place.  While this approach 
would initially provide a high degree of protection, its long-term effectiveness is 
dependent on maintenance of the cap in perpetuity. Burrowing animals and inappropriate 
vegetation can dislodge or damage portions of the cap, exposing underlying materials and 
causing erosion of the cap and side slope.  Slope stability could be an issue from higher 
than expected precipitation events, high water in the brook undercutting the base of the 
slope, or activities on the former CDE facility that increase drainage down the slope 
resulting in erosion. Proper design of the cap and armoring system can minimize but not 
eliminate these risks.   

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 8.3.2.4.

This alternative does not include in situ treatment of contaminants and only limited 
ex situ treatment of contaminants as necessary for disposal of the material in a landfill.  
While the removal of the material in the CD RAA would reduce the volume of 
contaminants present in the OU4 Study Area, disposal of the material in an off-site 
landfill would have no impact on the toxicity, mobility or volume of the material through 
treatment. Solidification/stabilization prior to disposal may be used to immobilize some 
contaminants. It is estimated that approximately 25 percent of the material would require 
S/S treatment prior to land disposal and up to 10 percent of the material could require 
thermal destruction.   

 Short-Term Effectiveness 8.3.2.5.

The implementation of this remedy would involve the limited excavation of CD 
materials, constructing a soil cap, transporting contaminated material to a central 
location, processing the material for disposal, and shipping the material off-site for final 
disposal.  The short-term impacts to workers and the community that are associated with 
these types of activities on similar construction projects include the following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.  Seasonal weather conditions 
(cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) and work in and around 
water would increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold 
weather. 
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 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the watershed 

and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning.  Monitoring of weather 
conditions upstream during work in and around the brook and planning for weather-
related emergencies would be required to mitigate these risks. Localized flooding is 
also a potential issue during large storms. 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, and surface water 
contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during construction.  
While concentrations exceed state-promulgated soil cleanup objectives for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that would 
create an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as Tyvek 
coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers to 
prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  If additional testing during the RD 
determines that there are areas where concentrations are at levels that would have the 
potential to cause exposures above OSHA permissible exposure limits, additional 
steps would be taken to minimize the exposure to construction workers.  These could 
include a higher level of protective gear for workers and additional medical 
monitoring. 

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers through 
potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise hazards.  The 
majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls such as 
lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 Construction traffic on roads in an urban environment can pose risks to the local 
community both due to an increase in the number of trucks and the presence of 
equipment in unfamiliar areas.  

 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife; however, 
construction in the brook would be limited to an area approximately 1,000 feet in 
length.  Areas to be impacted are surrounded by land with similar conditions and 
wildlife can temporarily relocate during construction.  

 The construction process is likely to be most disruptive to those living or working 
directly near the former CDE facility (noise, odor, and lights), including potential 
tenants if OU2 redevelopment occurs prior to the OU4 remedial construction.  
However, the location of the CD materials is relatively isolated from most residences.  

 Implementability 8.3.2.6.

Excavation and capping of contaminated soil and debris using standard construction 
equipment is a common approach for remediating contaminated material. Work would be 
limited to public property where possible and access agreements would need to be 
negotiated with impacted property owners. The proximity of the Site to potential 
wetlands and floodplains would require consultation with federal and state authorities 
prior to the start of work in these sensitive areas. 
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  Cost 8.3.2.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 8-2.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $20,000,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction 
activities) is estimated to take 9 month to complete.  The cap would need to be 
maintained in perpetuity and because this alternative leaves contaminants in place, five- 
year reviews would need to be prepared. Annual O&M costs for Alternative CD-2 are 
anticipated to average $40,000 per year with additional periodic maintenance costs.  The 
net present value, based on a 7 percent discount rate, for Alternative CD-2 is 
approximately $20,600,000.  

8.3.3. Alternative CD-3 – Full Depth Excavation, Thermal Desorption, and 
On-site Burial of Residuals 

This alternative was developed to prevent recontamination of the brook, to control human 
exposure, and to limit impacts to the environment by completely removing the CD 
materials from the side slope of the former CDE facility and other CD areas identified 
during predesign investigations.  Conventional excavation techniques would be used to 
remove the CD for processing, treatment, and on-site burial within the limits of the 
former CDE facility.   

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 8.3.3.1.

The complete removal of CD materials would accomplish the following: 

 Removal and appropriate disposal of the CD materials buried in the side slope of the 
former CDE facility. 

 Prevent contaminants from being washed into the brook from the side slope and 
adjacent floodplain soils, effectively reducing the potential for recontamination of 
brook sediments. 

 Maintain contaminant levels in surface and subsurface soils below levels identified 
in the BHHRA that are protective of human health. 

 Maintain contaminant levels in surface and subsurface soils below levels identified 
in the ERA as protective of the environment. 

This alternative addresses only the CD material buried in the side slope of the former 
CDE facility; it does not address contaminated sediment in the brook or contaminated 
floodplain soil not located in the CD RAA, or the contaminated groundwater discharges 
to the brook.  These items are addressed in separate RAAs. 

 Compliance with ARARs 8.3.3.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs as follows:  
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 Floodplain – While some filling within the floodplain may be necessary to construct 

a stable side slope, the impact on the floodplain’s storage capacity should be minor 
and would comply with federal and state regulations regarding remediation and 
filling in floodplains. In addition, removal of the twin culverts would off-set any 
changes in capacity resulting from construction activities. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook are likely to be impacted by 
construction activities and would be restored following construction.  Mitigation 
would be required if wetlands are permanently lost due to construction activities. 

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations.  

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during excavation and waste 
processing to ensure compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal 
and state authorities would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance 
with substantive requirements. 

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation controls during construction would be 
addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities to establish 
substantive requirements prior to the start of work.  

Implementation of this alternative would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs (see GW RAA); however, implementation would comply with water 
quality regulations associated with discharges to surface water or groundwater in 
accordance with ARARs. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 8.3.3.3.

Under this alternative, the potential for human or wildlife exposure would be controlled 
by fully removing the CD materials and restoring the side slope of the former CDE 
facility along with removal of other contaminants in the area.  This approach would 
provide a high degree of protection because it provides for the complete removal of the 
contaminated materials from the side slope and surrounding area.  Following removal, the 
material would be treated in a manner similar to the material excavated as part of OU2 
remedial activities, followed by on-site burial (thermal desorption followed by on-site 
burial). 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 8.3.3.4.

While this alternative does not include in situ treatment of contaminants, the majority 
(more than 75 percent) of material removed from the CD RAA would be treated by 
thermal desorption to remove contaminants as necessary prior to on-site disposal (some 
material may be removed during processing prior to treatment and sent for off-site 
disposal).  Following treatment by thermal desorption, the CD material would be buried 
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on-site in a manner similar to the soil excavated from the former CDE facility.  Material 
that is not suitable for treatment would be shipped off-site for disposal in a landfill in 
accordance with applicable regulations. 

 Short-Term Effectiveness 8.3.3.5.

The implementation of this remedy would involve excavating CD materials, transporting 
contaminated material to a central processing facility, processing the material for thermal 
desorption, and burying the material within the limits of the former CDE facility.  The 
short-term impacts to workers and the community that are associated with these types of 
activities on similar construction projects include the following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.  Seasonal weather conditions 
(cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) and work in and around 
water would increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold 
weather. 

 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the 
watershed and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning. Monitoring of 
weather conditions during work in the brook and planning for weather-related 
emergencies would be required to mitigate these risks. Localized flooding is also a 
potential issue during large storms. 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, and surface water 
contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during construction.  
While concentrations exceed state-promulgated soil cleanup objectives for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that would 
create an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as Tyvek 
coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers to 
prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  If additional testing during the RD 
determines that there are areas where concentrations are at levels that would have the 
potential to cause exposures above OSHA permissible exposure limits, additional 
steps would be taken to minimize the exposure to construction workers.  These could 
include a higher level of protective gear for workers and additional medical 
monitoring. 

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 
through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 Construction traffic on roads in an urban environment can pose risks to the local 
community both due to an increase in the number of trucks and the presence of 
equipment in unfamiliar areas.  
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 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife; however, 

construction in the brook would be limited to an area approximately 1,000 feet in 
length.  Areas to be impacted are surrounded by land with similar conditions and 
wildlife can temporarily relocate during construction.  

 The construction process is likely to be most disruptive to those living or working 
directly near the former CDE facility (noise, odor, lights), including potential tenants 
if OU2 redevelopment occurs prior to the OU4 remedial construction.  However, the 
location of the CD materials is relatively isolated from most residences.   

 Implementability 8.3.3.6.

Excavation of contaminated soil and debris using standard construction equipment is a 
common approach for remediating contaminated material. Excavation work would be 
limited to public property where possible, and access agreements would need to be 
negotiated with impacted property owners. The proximity of the Site to potential 
wetlands and floodplains would require consultation with federal and state authorities 
prior to the start of work in these sensitive areas.  The potential for disposal of the treated 
material at the former CDE facility to impact or conflict with redevelopment plans would 
require further evaluation. 

 Cost 8.3.3.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 8-3.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $42,400,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction 
activities) is estimated to take 11 months to complete.  No annual or periodic O&M costs 
for Alternative CD-3 are anticipated.  The net present value, based on a 7 percent 
discount rate, for Alternative CD-3 is approximately $42,400,000.  

8.3.4. Alternative CD-4 – Full Depth Excavation and Off-site Disposal 
This alternative was developed to prevent recontamination of the brook, to control human 
exposure, and to limit impacts to the environment by fully removing the CD materials 
from the side slope of the former CDE facility and other CD areas identified during pre-
design investigations.  Conventional excavation techniques would be used to remove the 
CD for processing and off-site disposal.       

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 8.3.4.1.

The completed removal of CD materials would accomplish the following: 

 Remove the CD materials buried in the side slope of the former CDE facility. 

 Prevent contaminants from being washed into the brook from the side slope and 
adjacent floodplain soils, effectively reducing the potential for recontamination of 
brook sediments. 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 8-21 

 



 
Section 8 

Capacitor Debris (CD) 
 
 Maintain contaminant levels in surface and subsurface soils below levels identified 

in the BHHRA as protective of human health. 

 Maintain contaminant levels in surface and subsurface soils below levels identified 
in the ERA as protective of the environment. 

This alternative addresses only the CD material buried in the side slope of the former 
CDE facility and other CD areas identified during predesign investigations.  

 Compliance with ARARs 8.3.4.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Floodplain – While some filling within the floodplain may be necessary to construct 
a stable side slope, the impact on the floodplain’s storage capacity should be minor 
and would comply with federal and state regulations regarding remediation and 
filling in floodplains. In addition, removal of the twin culverts would off-set any 
changes in capacity resulting from construction activities. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook are likely to be impacted by 
construction activities and would be restored following construction.  Mitigation 
may be required if wetlands are permanently lost due to construction activities.  

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during excavation and waste 
processing to ensure compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal 
and state authorities would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance 
with emission limitations. 

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control due to construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities to 
establish substantive requirements prior to the start of work. 

Implementation of this alternative would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs (see the GW RAA).  However, implementation would comply with water 
quality regulations associated with discharges to surface or groundwater in accordance 
with ARARs. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 8.3.4.3.

Under this alternative, potential human exposure would be controlled by fully removing 
the CD materials and restoring the side slope of the former CDE facility along with 
removal of other contaminants in the area.  This approach would provide a high degree of 
protection because it provides for the removal of all contaminated materials from the side 
slope and surrounding area.  Following removal, the material would be shipped off-site 
for disposal in a landfill. 
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 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 8.3.4.4.

This alternative does not include in situ treatment of contaminants and only limited 
ex situ treatment of contaminants as necessary for disposal of the material in a landfill.  
While the removal of the material in the CD RAA would reduce the volume of 
contaminants present in the OU4 study area, disposal of the material in an off-site landfill 
would have no impact on the toxicity, mobility or volume of the material through 
treatment. Solidification/stabilization prior to disposal may be used to immobilize some 
contaminants.  It is estimated that approximately 25 percent of the material would require 
S/S treatment prior to land disposal and up to 10 percent of the material could require 
thermal destruction.   

 Short-Term Effectiveness 8.3.4.5.

The implementation of this remedy would involve excavating CD materials, transporting 
contaminated material to a central treatment site, processing the material, and shipping 
the material off-site for final disposal.  The short-term impacts to workers and the 
community that are associated with these types of activities on similar construction 
projects include the following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.  Seasonal weather conditions 
(cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) and work in and around 
water would increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold 
weather. 

 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the 
watershed and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning. Monitoring of 
weather conditions during work in the brook and planning for weather-related 
emergencies would be required to mitigate these risks. Localized flooding is also a 
potential hazard during large storms. 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, and surface water 
contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during construction.  
While concentrations exceed state-promulgated soil cleanup objectives for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that would 
create an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as Tyvek 
coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers to 
prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  If additional testing during the RD 
determines that there are areas where concentrations are at levels that would have the 
potential to cause exposures above OSHA permissible exposure limits, additional 
steps would be taken to minimize the exposure to construction workers.  These could 
include a higher level of protective gear for workers and additional medical 
monitoring. 
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 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 

through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 Construction traffic on roads in an urban environment can pose risks to the local 
community both due to an increase in the number of trucks and the presence of 
equipment in unfamiliar areas.  

 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife; however, 
construction in the brook would be limited to an area approximately 1000 feet in 
length.  Areas to be impacted are surrounded by land with similar conditions and 
wildlife can temporarily relocate during construction.  

 The construction process is likely to be most disruptive to those living or working 
near the former CDE facility (noise, odor, lights), including potential tenants if OU2 
redevelopment occurs prior to the OU4 remedial construction.  However, the 
location of the CD materials is relatively isolated from most residences. 

 Implementability 8.3.4.6.

Excavation of contaminated soil and debris using standard construction equipment is a 
common approach for remediating contaminated material. Excavation work would be 
limited to public property where possible, and access agreements would need to be 
negotiated with impacted property owners. The proximity of the Site to potential 
wetlands and floodplains would require consultation with federal and state authorities 
prior to the start of work in these sensitive areas.    

 Cost 8.3.4.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 8-4.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $32,800,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction 
activities) is estimated to take 11 months to complete.  There are no anticipated annual or 
periodic O&M costs for Alternative CD-4.  The net present value, based on a 7 percent 
discount rate, for Alternative CD-4 is approximately $32,800,000. 
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9. Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water (GW) 

9.1. Effectiveness, Implementability, and Cost Screening 
Figure 9-1 provides a summary of the initial GRA screening results for the GW RAA. 
The remaining technologies/process options were submitted to a second round of 
screening in accordance with the criteria presented in Section 5.2.  For the alternatives 
evaluated, the fact that the GW remediation system may need to be operable for 
potentially hundreds of years (i.e., in perpetuity) was a primary consideration.  

9.1.1. No Action 
The no action response was retained as a baseline condition for evaluation purposes. 

9.1.2. Institutional Controls  
Implementability. Institutional controls are currently in effect for groundwater usage in 
the area of the former CDE facility.  Additional restrictions on property use through 
zoning restrictions, permit limitations, and other land use controls are implementable.  
Depending on the institutional controls, enactment and enforcement would require the 
cooperation of state, and/or local officials, and affected property owners. 

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of institutional controls in preventing exposure to 
contaminated media is limited in this setting and depends on the coverage and on whether 
the restrictions are observed and/or enforced.  In general, institutional controls only limit 
future activities but do not address current exposure routes that are not modified by the 
new restrictions.  In addition, institutional controls would have no impact on reducing the 
exposure of wildlife to contaminants.  Institutional controls and monitoring do not reduce 
the mass of contaminants nor do they prevent contaminant migration.  Institutional 
controls are commonly implemented in conjunction with other technologies. 

Costs.  The capital costs for establishing institutional controls are negligible.   

Screening Decision.  Institutional controls alone would not significantly reduce the risks 
associated with the GW RAA and would be most effective if used in conjunction with 
other remedial actions. Additional institutional controls will only be evaluated further in 
combination with other alternatives. 

9.1.3. Monitoring 
Implementability. Groundwater monitoring is called for as part of the OU3 remedy; 
however, the focus of the OU3 groundwater monitoring is on assessing changes within 
the groundwater plume and does not include monitoring of the impact of the plume on 
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conditions in Bound Brook.  A new network of monitoring devices could be established 
to monitor conditions in the brook related to the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater/sediment pore water. 

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of monitoring to assist in preventing exposure to 
contaminated media is limited in this setting.  In general, monitoring is only useful in 
detecting potential exposure routes and assessing changes in exposure routes over time.  
In addition, monitoring would have no impact on reducing the exposure of wildlife to 
contaminants in the area.  Monitoring does not reduce the mass of contaminants nor 
prevent contaminant migration, and is commonly implemented in conjunction with other 
technologies. 

Costs.  The capital costs for establishing a pore water and surface water monitoring 
system pertinent to the discharge of contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook are 
comparatively low.   

Screening Decision.  The establishment of additional monitoring to track the discharge 
of contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook will be retained for further evaluation. 

9.1.4. Containment 
Three process options (barriers, hydraulic controls, and capping) were retained for further 
evaluation for addressing OU4’s contaminated ground water discharge to surface water.  

 Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) 9.1.4.1.

Implementability.  PRBs have been used to treat contaminants in groundwater at a 
number of CERCLA sites. PRBs can be constructed by either excavating a trench to hold 
the treatment media or by injecting reagents directly into the formation.  Although 
constructing a PRB trench is technically feasible, there are several issues that need to be 
considered regarding the use of a PRB at OU4.   

 Construction of a PRB may require controlled blasting through bedrock in a 
populated area to extend the PRB to the appropriate depth.   

 Procedures to replace reactive media over the life of the system would vary based on 
the system implemented.  The system could include the installation of panels, 
canisters, or reactors containing treatment media that can be inserted and removed 
readily; the injection of treatment media into the rubble zone created by the blasting; 
or removing/replacing the rubble zone with direct backfill of treatment media into 
the trench.   

Effectiveness. If the trench is correctly located (based on groundwater flow patterns) and 
the appropriate reactive media are used (based on the contaminants of concerns), PRBs 
would be effective in passively treating the groundwater flowing through the wall/media. 
However, the treatment media are potentially subject to fouling depending on 
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groundwater characteristics and the reactive media would need to be replenished 
periodically.  The anticipated schedule for media replacement would be based on the 
media selected and the volume of media installed in the PRB; contaminant type and 
concentration; and groundwater flow rate.   

Direct injection of the treatment reagent into the formation to create a PRB was rejected 
for two reasons.  The first was that injection into the formation without a trench would 
require fracturing (fracking) the bedrock to open flow paths for the reagent.  The impact 
fracking would have on the groundwater flow is unknown and would be difficult to 
predict.  The second was that the ability to inject the reagent multiple times into the same 
formation given the anticipated extended duration required for control of GW discharges 
to the brook is unknown.  It is anticipated that treatment would be required for potentially 
hundreds of years and direct injection has the potential to clog flow paths.  The long-term 
ability to replace the reagent in an injection system relying on a fracture network is 
unknown.  For this reason, the trench option is preferred. 

For a trenched system, controlled blasting would be required to loosen the rock to allow 
excavation. The required trench depth would be established by modeling contaminant 
flow in the bedrock and could be optimized by the addition of low-flow extraction pumps 
in the trench to modify the subsurface flow regime and ensure that the treatment media in 
the trench intercepts and treats the groundwater prior to its discharge to Bound Brook. 
The potential use of panels or reactors to hold the reactive media would facilitate media 
replacement. The required depth of the PRB would have to be optimized to allow 
maintenance of panels or reactors.  The design depth of the PRB would need to be 
considered in tandem with the difficulties and cost of blasting the trench into the bedrock 
to determine the overall feasibility of this process option. 

Costs.  The capital cost to construct a PRB at the site is high.  Annual O&M costs are 
low except in years when media replacement is required at which time the cost would be 
high.  The unknown timing required for media replacement increases the financial risk 
associated with this process option. 

Screening Decision. PRBs will be retained for further consideration. 

 Hydraulic Controls 9.1.4.2.

Implementability. As discussed in Section 6, hydraulic control through groundwater 
extraction is intended to remove only the contaminant mass that is present in the bedrock 
fractures within the area of hydraulic influence and is not intended to remediate the entire 
groundwater plume.  For OU4, the sole objective of hydraulic control would be to capture 
and extract contaminated groundwater that would otherwise discharge to Bound Brook. 
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Extraction wells have been used at many sites for hydraulic control of groundwater, 
including some in fractured rock settings.  The extracted water typically requires 
treatment prior to disposal.  If current municipal pumping conditions continue (i.e., the 
Spring Lake Well Field is not operating) allowing groundwater from OU3 to discharge to 
Bound Brook, it is likely that groundwater extraction and treatment would be necessary 
for a very long period of time (i.e., hundreds of years), because back diffusion of 
contaminants from the rock matrix at OU3 serves as a long-term source of contamination 
to the rock fractures (back diffusion occurs when the concentration gradient between the 
rock matrix and the surrounding water in the rock fractures supports the movement of 
contaminants out of the rock matrix into the rock fractures).  Permanent infrastructure 
may be required to treat the water that is extracted and long-term operation of the 
treatment system would be needed.  The treatment components are readily available 
based on the contaminants identified in groundwater in OU3. 

Effectiveness.  The effectiveness of hydraulic control depends on the placement of the 
extraction wells and selection of groundwater extraction rates such that the hydraulic 
gradient is sufficiently depressed to prevent groundwater carrying contaminants from 
migrating to potential receptors (i.e., Bound Brook).  Extraction well placement and 
pumping rates are often selected using a groundwater flow model such as was developed 
for OU3.  Additional modeling would be required to refine the preliminary modeling 
conducted in this FS. 

Costs.  Capital costs include drilling the extraction wells and installing pumps and 
pipelines along with construction of the required ex situ treatment components.  Typically 
capital costs are low to moderate depending on the number of extraction wells and the 
complexity of the treatment system required to treat the contaminants to the established 
effluent limitations.  Annual O&M costs are typically moderate to high, with labor a 
potentially significant cost.  Remote monitoring of the treatment system can reduce labor 
costs but would increase the initial capital costs.  In addition, the wastewater treatment 
plant components have typical operating lives of 5 to 30-year (depending on the 
component).  The plant would require periodic refurbishing/replacement as long as the 
extraction system is in operation. 

Screening Decision.  Hydraulic containment using extraction wells could be applicable 
in the GW RAA to prevent migration of COPCs (including CVOCs, PCBs) from the 
former CDE facility/OU3 into Bound Brook.  Therefore, hydraulic containment with 
extraction wells will be retained. 

 Reactive Cap 9.1.4.3.
Implementability.  It is technically feasible to construct a reactive cap in the streambed 
to treat contaminated groundwater from OU3 at the point of discharge to Bound Brook’s 
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surface water.  Construction of the cap would entail over-excavating the streambed in the 
discharge zone, including removing bedrock in places, to accommodate the thickness of 
the reactive capping materials without disrupting the flow in the brook.  The reactive 
material would be covered with a sand layer and armoring as necessary to protect the cap 
from erosion.  Since it is anticipated that contaminants would be released to the brook for 
hundreds of years, due to back diffusion from the bedrock aquifer, periodic replacement 
of the cap would be required to maintain the effectiveness of the treatment media in the 
cap. 

Effectiveness.  An appropriately designed and maintained reactive cap would treat the 
groundwater discharge to the brook.  Over time the reactive material in the cap would be 
expended by the contaminants in the groundwater and design provisions must include 
allowances to replace the reactive material, as necessary.  The cap is potentially subject to 
fouling depending on the system design and groundwater characteristics.  Some vendors 
provide reagents in blanket type rolls that would facilitate removal and replacement of 
the treatment bed. 

Costs.  The cost to construct a reactive cap is moderate.  The annual O&M cost is low to 
moderate, although media replacement would be expensive.  The unknown timing 
required for media replacement would increase the financial risk associated with this 
process option. 

Screening Decision.  The use of a reactive cap in the bed of Bound Brook to treat 
contaminated groundwater at the point of discharge will be retained for further 
consideration. 

9.1.5. Ex Situ Treatment 
Two process options (biological treatment and presumptive remedies) were retained for 
groundwater ex situ treatment.   

 Biological treatment 9.1.5.1.
Implementability:  Organics may be degraded using microorganisms in either an aerobic 
(i.e., in the presence of oxygen) or anaerobic (i.e., lacking oxygen) environment, such as 
fixed film bioreactors (bacteria are attached to a solid support media) or suspended 
growth reactors.  Based on the contaminants in the groundwater, it may be necessary to 
combine aerobic and anaerobic treatment units.  It would likely require significant up-
front effort for a pilot study to optimize the design parameters to treat the contaminants of 
concern in the groundwater. Biological units potentially have more rigorous O&M 
requirements compared to physical/chemical options, since microbes are more 
susceptible to fluctuations in influent water chemistry and contaminant concentrations. 
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Effectiveness:  Biological treatment works on many organic compounds but not all 
COPCs and COPECS are biologically degraded. Anaerobic dechlorination of PCBs 
removes chlorines from highly chlorinated congeners, reducing their toxicity and 
increasing their aerobic biodegradability.  PCE and TCE are dechlorinated most 
effectively under anaerobic conditions while cis-DCE and vinyl chloride may be 
degraded aerobically. Lower molecular weight PCBs and SVOCs may be degraded 
aerobically.   

Costs: The cost to construct a biological treatment system is moderate but could increase 
if multiple systems are required to address different constituents; the cost to operate and 
maintain a biological treatment system cap is moderate to high. 

Screening Decision: Biological treatment will be retained as a potential process option 
based on contaminants of concern. 

 Presumptive Remedies 9.1.5.2.

USEPA’s Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex situ Treatment Technologies for 
Contaminated Ground Water at CERCLA Sites (1996) serves as the FS technology 
screening step (USEPA, 1996) for the ex situ treatment component of a remedy.  
Appendix E contains an excerpted appendix from the presumptive response guidance 
document with descriptions, advantages, and disadvantages of these technologies.   

9.1.6. Beneficial Use/Disposal 
Three process options (discharge to surface water, discharge to POTW, and beneficial 
use) were retained for the GW RAA.   

 Discharge to Surface Water 9.1.6.1.

Implementability. Under the NJPDES, treated water may potentially be discharged 
directly to a nearby surface water body (i.e., Bound Brook).  Surface water discharge 
standards are typically more stringent than drinking water standards, especially for 
metals, which may pose ecological risks even at low concentrations.  Removal of 
naturally occurring constituents in groundwater (e.g., arsenic) may be required to 
discharge the water to Bound Brook.  Currently, the NJDEP classifies the Bound Brook 
reach within the Bound Brook Corridor as FW-2NT waters. Discharge to Bound Brook 
would necessitate treatment of groundwater to meet effluent criteria required for 
FW-2NT waters, which are more stringent than those specified by MCUA (Appendix F). 
Discharges to Bound Brook would need to be coordinated with other remediation efforts 
to avoid conflict. 

Effectiveness.  This is an effective and reliable means of disposing of treated 
groundwater. 
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Costs.  The costs for discharging treated water to surface water are low to moderate 
depending on the degree of treatment required to meet the NJPDES requirements.  
Treatment for organic contaminants as well as removal of several metals would likely be 
required (see Appendix F for likely effluent requirements); therefore, costs would be 
anticipated to be moderate.  

Screening Decision.  Discharge to Bound Brook will be retained as a process option.  

 Discharge to POTW  9.1.6.2.

Implementability.  Treated groundwater can be discharged via a sewer system to a 
POTW.  A temporary discharge approval was issued by the MCUA for water discharged 
as part of OU2 remediation activities; a new long-term approval would be required for 
OU4.  Water that is discharged would have to meet the limits specified in the discharge 
approval (see Appendix G).  Because a POTW provides additional water treatment, it 
accepts water with higher concentrations of organic and inorganic compounds than would 
be allowed at other discharge locations.   

Effectiveness.  Groundwater discharge to a POTW is an effective and reliable means of 
disposing of treated wastewater. 

Costs.  The costs depend on the discharge fees charged by MCUA.  In 2010, the 
discharge fee was $12,584.42 per million gallons of discharged water (MCUA, 2010), or 
approximately $14,000 per million gallon in 2014 dollars.  In addition, the Borough of 
South Plainfield charges a sewer use fee ($3,725 per million gallons of discharged water 
in 2011, or approximately $4,000 in 2014 dollars) and a sewer connection fee based on 
the anticipated annual average daily flow (Borough of South Plainfield, 2011). 

Screening Decision.  Treated groundwater discharge to MCUA will be retained as a 
process option. 

 Beneficial Use 9.1.6.3.

Implementability.  The State of New Jersey encourages the reclamation of wastewater 
for beneficial reuse (RWBR) and has developed guidelines for this purpose.  Under New 
Jersey regulations, the wastewater must meet a high-level of treatment including 
disinfection to be approved for reclamation.  The RWBR program has four levels of 
treatment based on the proposed end use ranging from industrial processing to irrigation 
of edible crops and landscaping of public lands.  The state regulations may also impose 
standards above and beyond what would be required for alternative discharge programs.  
Public perception of water quality and the risk that the discharge poses could impact the 
approval process. 
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Effectiveness.  Reclamation of treated groundwater is an effective means of discharging 
treated wastewater back into the watershed.  Weather conditions, particularly in the 
winter, may lessen the demand for the water or may pose restrictions on the rate or 
volume of water that can be discharged.  This could result in the need to provide storage 
for periods of time when discharge is not possible, which would increase the cost. 

Costs.  The cost for a water reclamation system is impacted by the required level of 
treatment, storage requirements, and the proximity of the reclamation location to the 
processing facility (pipeline and pumping costs).  Costs could range widely based on 
these variables but would be anticipated to be high. 

Screening Decision.  While beneficial use of treated wastewater is a generally desirable 
approach, it is difficult to assess its feasibility for OU4 at this stage in the planning 
process.  A potential user must be identified and the treatment system designed to treat 
wastewater to meet potentially stringent levels.  If the use is seasonal (e.g., landscape 
watering), storage must be provided for the months when the ground is frozen or 
alternative disposal options identified.  Costs to meet these requirements are generally 
high.  Therefore, beneficial use is not retained as a process option for consideration in 
alternative assembly but could be reconsidered during the design phase if a viable end 
user is identified. 

9.1.7. Summary of Retained Process Options 
Table 9-1 provides an overview summary of the technology screening process for the 
GW RAA.  Following screening based on the effectiveness, implementability, and cost of 
each alternative, the following remedial process options have been retained for 
consideration in alternatives assembly: 

 No Action 
 Containment 

- Permeable reactive barrier.  
- Hydraulic control. 
- Reactive cap. 

 Ex Situ Treatment 
- Biological treatment. 
- Presumptive technologies. 

 Disposal 
- Discharge to Bound Brook. 
- Discharge to POTW (MCUA). 
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9.2. Development of Alternatives 

Figures 9-2 summarizes the results of the secondary screening process on the technology 
and process options; Figure 9-3 provides a decision tree of potential alternatives based on 
the results of the screening process. The following alternatives are proposed for the GW 
RAA at OU4: 

 Alternative GW-1: No Action 

 Alternative GW-2: Monitoring and Institutional Controls 

 Alternative GW-3: Hydraulic Control of Groundwater 

 Alternative GW-4: Permeable Reactive Barrier  

 Alternative GW-5: Reactive Cap 

The institutional controls planned for OU3 groundwater would remain in place.  No 
additional controls are envisioned at this time. 

Consideration was given to restoring pumping at the Spring Lake Well Field to lower the 
groundwater elevation and return the brook to a discharging stream condition.  Under this 
scenario, contaminated groundwater would be drawn toward Spring Lake rather than 
discharging to Bound Brook.  While restoring Spring Lake pumping is technically 
feasible it would be difficult to implement administratively.  The wells and associated 
water treatment plant are privately owned and operated and have not been used in several 
years.  It would be necessary to bring the wells and plant back on line, to upgrade the 
treatment plant to treat the COPCs/COPECs in the groundwater, and make a long term 
contractual agreement for the systems to continue operating in perpetuity.  This 
alternative was rejected during the screening process as not implementable, both 
administratively and due to the potential cost to refurbish and update the existing system. 

As discussed in Section 1.5.4, USEPA invoked a TI waiver for the OU3 groundwater in 
the OU3 ROD (USEPA 2012).  USEPA deferred action on the area of the groundwater 
that has the potential to discharge to Bound Brook until the RI for OU4 was completed 
based on uncertainties about the fate and transport of PCBs, which had already been 
identified as a potential contaminant of concern for the brook, and not VOCs. Based on 
OU3 RI data, the deferred action includes shallow groundwater (to a depth of 
approximately 65 feet bgs associated with the pronounced fracture zone found beneath 
the CDE facility at that depth) in the vicinity of the CDE facility. The lateral boundaries 
of the area subject to deferred action, and thus not subject to the TI waiver in the OU3 
ROD, include the surface water recharge zone to Bound Brook.  Because the alternatives 
being evaluated for OU4 GW RAA do not include remediation of the groundwater in the 
deferred area corridor and only address the impacts associated with the discharge of 
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contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook, a TI waiver for the area deferred from OU3 
to OU4 would need to be invoked by USEPA (see Appendix H for discussion on TI for 
the deferred area). 

The GW alternatives do not address remediation of sediment contaminants in the brook 
or other sources (e.g., SS and CD RAAs).   

9.2.1. Alternative GW-1 – No Action 
Alternative GW-1 was developed from the NCP provision that requires consideration of a 
no action response to serve as a baseline for evaluating other remedial alternatives. 

A majority of the contaminant mass in the bedrock groundwater (OU3) is currently 
diffused into the bedrock matrix below the former CDE facility (as demonstrated by 
results of bedrock pore water analyses performed during the OU3 RI) and is slowly back-
diffusing and discharging to the brook.  The OU3 field results, combined with numerical 
modeling, indicate that groundwater in the shallow aquifer has the potential to impact 
conditions in OU4 for many decades to centuries, or longer.  Consequently, the ongoing 
impact of discharging groundwater on the brook sediments and surface water is 
anticipated to continue indefinitely. 

The no action response does not include containment, removal, disposal, or treatment of 
contaminated media.  In accordance with OSWER Directive 9283.1-33 (June 2009), it 
also does not include new institutional controls, although existing NJDEP fish 
consumption advisories would be expected to remain in place.  Improvement of 
contaminated media (discharging groundwater/sediment pore water) would be through 
natural processes such as biodegradation, adsorption or diffusion, dispersion, and 
dilution, which as stated earlier, are expected to require hundreds of years to reduce 
contaminant concentrations.  Because this alternative would only be selected if the 
hazardous contaminants remaining at the Site were determined not to be a threat to 
human health and the environments, five-year remedy reviews are not required under this 
alternative.   

9.2.2. Alternative GW-2 – Monitoring, Institutional Controls  
This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of monitoring the pore water, 
sediment and surface water quality in Bound Brook as an alternative to active 
remediation of groundwater discharges to the brook.  Remediation would continue for the 
SS and CD RAAs to remove existing deposits of contaminated soil and sediment.  Under 
Alternative GW-2, the effectiveness of MNR/MNA in maintaining conditions in the 
brook would be evaluated (see Figure 9-4).  Institutional controls would be maintained to 
protect downstream areas of the brook. 
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Monitoring would be conducted on a quarterly basis initially until baseline conditions are 
established. Once established, monitoring may change to semi-annual or annual 
depending on the results.  Monitoring would include the following elements: 

 Pore water – Pore water sampling for PCBs would be conducted using passive 
sampling techniques.  

 Groundwater - Up to six groundwater monitoring wells nests (new or existing) 
would be included in the monitoring program, installed along the length of the 
impacted section of the brook.  The wells would be a combination of nested, multi-
depth wells and single depth wells. Samples would be collected from the wells and 
analyzed for VOCs and PCBs, the primary COPCs in discharges to the brook.  This 
information would be used to assess the relationship between groundwater quality 
and the impact on the brook. 

 Surface water – Surface water grab samples would be collected in conjunction with 
the groundwater samples in approximately the same location as the groundwater 
monitoring wells.   

 Piezometers – Up to four piezometers would be included in the monitoring program 
along the length of the impacted section of the brook to monitored head conditions 
and the gradient towards the brook. The piezometers would be a combination of 
nested, multi-depth wells, and single depth wells.  If appropriately located, 
monitoring wells could be used as piezometers. 

 Sediment – Sediment samples would be collected at four locations along the length 
of the impacted section of the brook. 

Existing institutional controls would be maintained in the brook and New Market Pond.   

9.2.3. Alternative GW-3 - Hydraulic Control of Groundwater  
This alternative was developed to assess the use of hydraulic control (containment) of 
groundwater flowing from the former CDE facility, thereby preventing contaminated 
groundwater from discharging to Bound Brook and potentially recontaminating the 
sediment in the brook following sediment remediation (SS RAA).  Groundwater 
extraction to remediate the plume was not a part of the remedy selected for OU3; rather, 
the OU3 ROD incorporated a TI waiver for the OU3 groundwater due to the fact that the 
majority of the contaminant mass is diffused into the bedrock matrix making treatment 
technically impracticable. The intent of this alternative is not to remediate the 
groundwater in the bedrock but rather to control the flow of contaminated groundwater, 
preventing its discharge to Bound Brook. 

Hydraulic control of groundwater would entail installing three vertical extraction wells 
on the former CDE facility property, each to a depth of approximately 75 feet bgs, and 
pumping the wells at a combined rate of approximately 25 gpm (see Figure 9-5).  The 
groundwater extraction well depths and total flow rate are based on preliminary results of 
 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 9-11 

 



 
Section 9 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water (GW) 
  

   
 
a MODFLOW groundwater extraction simulation performed as part of OU3 RI activities 
and would need to be refined during the OU4 RD. 

Alternative GW-3 assumes that an on-site treatment system would be needed to treat the 
extracted groundwater; for this FS, the location of the treatment system was assumed to 
be at the former CDE facility.  Although the final technology selection for an ex situ 
groundwater treatment system would be deferred to the RD phase, representative process 
options have been selected to assemble a likely treatment train for cost estimating 
purposes in the FS.  The groundwater treatment system is assumed to include the 
following processes: 

 Removal of NAPL (i.e., oil-water separation). 

 Acidification (to control scaling due to high calcium and magnesium concentrations 
in the groundwater). 

 Sediment filtration. 

 Chemical/ultraviolet (UV) oxidation to treat organics (chlorinated ethenes and 
ethanes, benzene compounds, PCBs, pesticides, and dioxins/furans). 

 Catalytic filtration (required for metals removal). 

 Effluent polishing (liquid-phase granular activated carbon). 

 Neutralization (to balance pH following treatment. 

Pilot testing may be required to refine the design of the full-scale treatment system and to 
ensure that effluent limitations are met (see Appendix F).   

Treated groundwater could be discharged to Bound Brook or a local POTW.  Based on 
the discharge fees associated with discharge to a POTW (estimated at $14,000 per million 
gallon in 2014 dollars), the annual cost would be approximately $200,000 per year and 
would be expected to increase on a regular basis.  While there would be no discharge fees 
for discharging to Bound Brook, treatment costs (both capital and O&M) would be higher 
due to the lower effluent limitations for the brook.  For cost estimation purposes it was 
assumed that the treated groundwater would be discharged to MCUA. 

Alternative GW-3 would not be intended to remediate the entire groundwater plume; only 
the contaminant mass that is present in the bedrock fractures within the hydraulic 
influence of the wells and any contaminant mass that back diffuses from the bedrock 
mass into the groundwater in the fractures would be collected and treated by the pumping 
system.  Because the majority of the contaminant plume would remain in the bedrock 
matrix, it is expected that Alternative GW-3 would need to be operated for potentially 
centuries, as long as contaminants in the bedrock matrix prevent groundwater from 
meeting RAOs in Bound Brook. A groundwater monitoring program would be 
established to monitor the performance of the hydraulic control remedy.  Because the 
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system would need to be operated for many years, the RD would need to consider O&M 
requirements for the various treatment system components, and to optimize the design 
based on minimizing O&M (e.g., use of solar power for pumping system).  The building 
housing the treatment components, as well as the piping connecting the various 
components of the system would also need to be designed to operate for an extended 
period of time.  Contaminant concentrations may fluctuate widely over time; therefore, 
the RD for this system would need to be flexible enough to allow the use of different 
technologies, as appropriate. 

Additional activities required to implement this alternative would include the following: 

 A small, permanent structure would be constructed on the former CDE facility 
property to house the water treatment plant.  The location and external appearance of 
the structure would be coordinated with the property owners.  

 Regular access to the property would be required for operation and maintenance of 
the extraction and treatment system. 

 A groundwater monitoring program would be established along the brook to verify 
that the extraction system is controlling contaminant migration.  Periodic pore water 
monitoring would also be conducted in the brook. 

 The location of the groundwater extraction wells would be selected based on 
additional groundwater modeling conducted during the RD.  As much as possible, 
the location of the wells would be coordinated with the property owner. 

 Waste (i.e., soil boring cuttings) generated during well installation and pipeline 
construction would be transported to a central processing location used to handle 
contaminated sediment and soil for the SS and CD RAAs.  Waste materials would be 
processed as necessary for disposal.  The processed solids would be shipped to an 
off-site disposal facility or beneficial use site.  

 Following the completion of work, disturbed portions of the former CDE facility 
would be decontaminated and preconstruction conditions restored. 

9.2.4. Alternative GW-4 – Permeable Reactive Barrier  
This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of passively treating contaminated 
groundwater flowing from the former CDE facility prior to its discharge through Bound 
Brook’s sediment bed.  Alternative GW-4 consists of constructing a PRB in a trench 
located on or adjacent to the former CDE facility, to intercept and treat contaminated 
groundwater.  A PRB creates a treatment zone that passively treats contaminated 
groundwater as it flows through reactive media installed within the PRB.  Primary factors 
that would control the design of a PRB at the former CDE facility include the depth to 
bedrock, the required depth and breadth of the groundwater capture zone, the residence 
time required within the PRB for treatment of the contaminants to desired concentrations, 
and the treatment media to be installed within the PRB.  On the basis of preliminary 
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modeling results and site conditions determined during the OU3 RI, it is anticipated that 
the PRB would be approximately 1,600 feet in length, running along the northeast and 
northwest boundaries of the former CDE facility.  A potential alignment of the PRB is 
depicted in Figure 9-6. 

According to data collected during previous work in OU2 and OU3, bedrock is present 
beginning at depths between 0 to 10 feet bgs at the former CDE facility.  Groundwater 
modeling performed for the OU3 RI suggests that the PRB trench would need to be 50 to 
75 feet deep to capture the shallow groundwater that is discharging to the brook. To 
excavate a trench to that depth, controlled blasting would be used to create a rubble zone 
in the bedrock.  After blasting, if the trench walls are stable, the rubble can be removed.  
If the trench walls are not stable, it may be necessary to backfill the trench to stabilize the 
area with a combination of treatment media and appropriately selected fill material. 
Unstable conditions in the trench would impact the cost of subsequent media change-outs 
and potentially, the long-term effectiveness of the PRB. 

Controlled blasting would increase the hydraulic conductivity of the bedrock and would 
be expected to modify the flow paths in the bedrock aquifer in a manner that is 
advantageous to the groundwater treatment objective (creating a zone of higher 
permeability around the trench should encourage the flow of contaminated groundwater 
through the treatment media).  Further modeling would need to be conducted to evaluate 
changes in flow paths due to the creation of the PRB.  

Consideration was given to potential locations for the PRB as either close to the source 
area (along the perimeter of the former CDE facility property) or close to Bound Brook.  
Each approach has its merits and problems. 

 Locating the PRB close to the source area on the former CDE facility creates a zone 
between the PRB and Bound Brook where contaminants have not been treated.  This 
creates, for a period of time, the potential for recontamination of the groundwater 
discharging to the brook due to back diffusion in the bedrock between the PRB and 
Bound Brook. 

 Locating the PRB close to Bound Brook reduces the potential for back diffusion of 
contaminants impacting the groundwater prior to discharge to the brook but would 
require that the PRB be located in the wetland/floodplain along Bound Brook.  High 
flows in Bound Brook would have the potential to inundate the trench and impact 
flow dynamics in the PRB and potentially foul the treatment media.  Blasting of the 
bedrock during construction may increase the permeability of the bedrock in the area 
and drain water from the surrounding wetlands. 

Modeling would need to be performed during the RD to establish the optimal location for 
the PRB.  For cost estimating purposes, it was assumed that the PRB would be located on 
the former CDE facility property. 
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The reactive media in the trench would be selected based on the primary 
COPCs/COPECs; a range of potential reactive materials are available. A treatability 
study during the RD would determine the type of media to be used to treat the 
groundwater.   

Because it is anticipated that groundwater would continue to discharge contaminants to 
the brook for hundreds of years, the PRB would need to be designed to be operated over a 
long period.  Over time, the reactive media in the PRB would be consumed and require 
replacement.   

During the RD, media replacement options would be evaluated. There are a number of 
options for installing treatment media within the trench.  These include the use of panels, 
canisters, or reactors containing treatment media that can be inserted and removed 
readily; injection of treatment media into the rubble zone created by the blasting; or 
removing/replacing the rubble zone and directly backfilling treatment media into the 
trench.  The selection of the appropriate option would be made during the RD based on 
conditions in the trench.  Panels or canisters would allow for more ready replacement of 
the spent media, but these are likely to have less treatment capacity, resulting in the need 
to replace the media more often.  Backfilling the trench with the media would likely have 
greater treatment capacity between change-outs of the media, but each change-out would 
be more expensive, labor-intensive, and disruptive to the tenants of the property.   

Access to the PRB trench and the area surrounding the trench would be required over the 
life of the treatment process for media replacement.  Media replacement would entail 
removing the surficial materials covering the trench either to remove and replace the 
panels/canisters, etc. containing the reactive media or to excavate and replace the reactive 
media, if placed directly in the trench.  Given the depth of the trench, cranes and booms 
would be required for either option.  The need for equipment access over the life of the 
treatment process may impact development plans in a portion of the former CDE facility 
property.  

Additional activities required to implement this alternative would include the following: 

 The location of the PRB on/adjacent to the former CDE facility would be selected 
based on additional groundwater modeling during the RD and conditions in the area.  
If determined feasible during the RD, the surface over the PRB would be paved to 
allow temporary use of the area between media replacement events.  As much as 
possible, the location of the trench would be coordinated with the property owner. 

 Periodic access to the area would be required for media replacement and to monitor 
conditions along the trench.  This would include not only the area directly over the 
trench but as much surrounding area as necessary for equipment to access and 
replace the reactive media. 
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 A groundwater monitoring program would be established along the brook to verify 

that the PRB is controlling contaminant migration.  Baseline contaminant levels 
would be established during the RD to indicate when media change-out is required. 
Periodic pore water monitoring would also be conducted in the brook. 

 Waste (i.e., boring cuttings, groundwater) generated during trenching would be 
transported to a central processing facility (constructed as part of the SS RAA) used 
to handle contaminated sediment and soil for SS and CD RAAs.  The material would 
be tested and processed as necessary for disposal.  The processed solids would be 
shipped to an off-site disposal facility or beneficial use site.  

 Following the completion of work, disturbed areas would be decontaminated and 
preconstruction conditions restored. 

9.2.5. Alternative GW-5 – Reactive Cap 
This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of intercepting and passively 
treating contaminated groundwater flowing from the former CDE facility at the point of 
discharge to Bound Brook, by installing a reactive media layer in the bed of the brook.  
The reactive cap would be installed following remediation of the SS and CD RAAs.   

Constructing a reactive cap could require diverting the water in the brook by the 
construction of coffer dams and a pipeline diversion system (similar to the procedures 
discussed for Alternative SS-2) and over-excavating the streambed within the known 
discharge zone (approximately 2,400 feet) to an appropriate depth, such that the top of 
the reactive cap (including armoring layer as necessary) would be at the same grade as 
the current streambed.  Bedrock outcrop areas could require blasting to accommodate the 
thickness of the reactive cap, although data from the remediation of OU2 suggests that 
the upper portion of bedrock is weathered and likely is rippable using conventional 
excavating equipment.   

The reactive media in the trench would be selected based on the primary 
COPCs/COPECs; a range of potential reactive materials are available. A treatability 
study during the RD would determine the type of media to be used to treat the 
groundwater.  The reactive material would be installed in “blankets” manufactured with 
the reactive media sandwiched between two layers of filter fabric.  Use of media blankets 
would facilitate periodic removal and replacement of the reactive media.  Following 
installation, the media blankets would be covered with a sand layer to allow habitat to be 
reestablished in the area.  Armoring would be provided for the cap to protect it from 
erosion during high flows.  

As part of the cap design activities, a field pilot study would be required to determine the 
effective cap thickness. Detailed measurements of the historical and current river flows 
would be required to establish locations within the cap alignment requiring additional 

 
    

 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Cornell-Dubilier Electronics Superfund Site 
Final Feasibility Study  
 
 

 9-16 

 



 
Section 9 

Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water (GW) 
  

   
 
armoring or additional thickness of the isolation sand layer.  Pore water flux monitoring 
along with multiple rounds of groundwater monitoring, both for the pre- and post-treated 
groundwater, would be conducted as part of the pilot study. 

Based on the results of particle tracking and sediment transport modeling, the cap would 
likely need to be placed between RM6.2 and RM6.7 of Bound Brook or approximately 
2,400 linear feet (i.e., from approximately the twin culverts to the Lakeview Avenue 
Bridge).  The cap would encompass the entire width of the brook along its alignment, 
extending up the side slopes and anchored along the shore line.  The conceptual 
alignment of the cap is depicted in Figure 9-7. 

Because it is anticipated that groundwater would continue to discharge contaminants to 
the brook for hundreds of years, the cap would need to be designed to be operated over a 
long period.  Over time, the reactive media in the cap would be consumed and require 
periodic replacement.  The reactive life of the treatment media would be determined by 
the contaminant load, the groundwater flux, and the thickness of the reactive media in the 
cap.     

Additional activities required to implement this alternative would include the following: 

 Periodic access to the area would be required for media replacement and to monitor 
conditions in the brook.  This would include not only the area in the brook but as 
much surrounding area as necessary for equipment to access and replace the reactive 
media. 

 A pore water monitoring program would be established along the brook to verify 
that the reactive cap is treating contaminants in the groundwater prior to discharge to 
surface water.  Contaminant levels in the pore water would be evaluated during the 
RD to indicate when media change-out is required. Alternative monitoring 
approaches may also be introduced during the RD to monitor system performance. 

 Waste (i.e., bedrock, soil/sediment, surface water) generated during cap construction 
would be transported to the central processing facility (constructed as part of the SS 
RAA) used to handle contaminated sediment and soil for SS and CD RAAs.  The 
material would be tested and processed as necessary for disposal.  The processed 
solids would be shipped to an off-site disposal facility or beneficial use site.  

 Following the completion of work, disturbed portions of the brook would be restored 
to preconstruction conditions. 

9.3. Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives 
The following sections present detailed analyses of the proposed alternatives.  Cost 
summaries are presented in this section and on Tables 9-2 to 9-5.     
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9.3.1. Alternative GW-1 - No Action 
In this alternative, no systems would be installed or operated to control the discharge of 
contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook and no new institutional controls would be 
implemented, although existing NJDEP fish consumption advisories would be expected 
to remain in place.  Improvements in water quality in Bound Brook would be through 
natural attenuation of the contaminants by biodegradation, adsorption, diffusion, 
dispersion, and/or dilution.  

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 9.3.1.1.

This alternative would not be effective in protecting human health and the environment. 

 Compliance with ARARs 9.3.1.2.

This alternative would not meet chemical-specific ARARs pertaining to water quality.  
Because no active remediation work would be performed, action-specific and location-
specific ARARs would not apply. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 9.3.1.3.

This alternative would not be effective over the long-term or provide a permanent 
solution.  There are no means in place to control the impact contaminated groundwater 
discharges would have on surface water quality in Bound Brook, and the related impacts 
on sediment quality and the environment.  There would be no means to monitor the area 
to assess changes in toxicity of contaminated media over time.   

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 9.3.1.4.

This alternative would have no significant impact on the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
contaminants in OU4 – what changes would occur would be through natural recovery 
mechanisms and, based on the historical record of conditions at the site, are likely to be 
limited.  There is no treatment so the statutory preference for treatment is not a 
component of this alternative.     

 Short-Term Effectiveness 9.3.1.5.

There would be no short-term impacts to site workers or the community during 
construction as no actions would be implemented.   

 Implementability 9.3.1.6.

There would be no technology, engineering, or administrative controls required to 
implement under this alternative.     
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 Cost 9.3.1.7.

There are no costs associated with the No Action Alternative. 

9.3.2. Alternative GW-2 - Monitoring and Institutional Controls 
Alternative GW-2 involves monitoring the sediment and water quality in Bound Brook 
following remediation activities for SS and CD RAA, and maintaining institutional 
controls in the brook and New Market Pond.  No additional institutional controls are 
currently planned. 

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 9.3.2.1.

This alternative monitors the impact of the contaminated ground released from the OU3 
groundwater on pore water, groundwater, and surface water in the brook, relying on 
MNA to control the impacts of the discharge on the brook.  Current information suggests 
that the release of contaminants from groundwater to pore water would recontaminate the 
sediment in the brook over time.   

The primary COPCs for this portion of the Site are VOCs and PCBs.  VOCs released to 
the brook would volatilize and dissipate relatively rapidly.  As noted in the ERA (see 
Section 3.8.2), the impact of the VOCs would be relatively localized. 

At this time it is unclear whether MNR in the brook would be active enough to offset the 
rate contaminants are released to the brook from the shallow groundwater.  Modeling 
suggests that contaminants would continue to discharge to the stream if no action is 
taken, making recovery unlikely.  

Based on the modeling results, this alternative is not considered protective of human 
health and the environment. 

 Compliance with ARARs 9.3.2.2.

Implementation of this alternative would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Wetlands – Work in the wetland areas would be limited to monitoring wells and 
piezometers installed near the brook and would have a relatively minimal impact.  
Periodic sampling of wells and piezometers should not impact conditions in the 
wetlands.  Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the 
start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements.   

 Water quality - Implementation of this alternative would not comply with water 
quality ARARs since contaminated groundwater would continue to discharge to the 
brook.   
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 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 9.3.2.3.

The OU3 modeling has demonstrated that contaminant concentrations in the shallow 
groundwater discharging to the brook are expected to remain elevated (above PRGs) for a 
very long period of time (i.e., on the order of hundreds of years).  

While the maintenance of the fish advisory for New Market Pond would address 
immediate concerns regarding human consumption of fish, the effectiveness of fish 
advisories over the long-term is uncertain. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 9.3.2.4.

Alternative GW-2 does not provide any treatment of contaminants and is focused solely 
on monitoring the impacts of ongoing discharges of contaminants to the brook to 
determine if these discharges continue to pose a risk to human health and the 
environment.   

 Short-Term Effectiveness 9.3.2.5.

The primary construction activity for this alternative is drilling of groundwater 
monitoring wells and piezometers at four to six locations along the brook; other activities 
are generally noninvasive and limited to sample collection.  Well drilling is a standard 
industry practice and while posing some risks to workers, these risks are well known and 
largely controllable by safe working practices.   

Impacts on the surrounding community and wildlife (primarily noise) would be limited 
and of short duration (two to four weeks). 

 Implementability 9.3.2.6.

The elements of a monitoring program, as presented for Alternative GW-2, are common 
industry practices and would be implementable using readily available technologies.  
Similar procedures were used at the Site during the RI.   

 Cost 9.3.2.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 9-2.  Capital costs for Alternative GW-2 are estimated 
to be $1,900,000 (2014 dollars).  It is estimated that it would take less than one year to 
implement the initial program but annual monitoring could continue for potentially 
hundreds of years.  Annual O&M costs are expected to be $830,000 per year.  In 
addition, monitoring equipment would need to be replaced periodically. The net present 
value, based on a 7 percent discount rate, for Alternative GW-2 is approximately 
$12,200,000 based on 30 years of site monitoring.  
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9.3.3. Alternative GW-3 - Hydraulic Control of Groundwater 
Alternative GW-3 involves using groundwater extraction wells to control the release of 
contaminated shallow OU3 groundwater to Bound Brook.  Groundwater would be 
pumped from beneath the former CDE facility, treated, and discharged to Bound Brook.    

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 9.3.3.1.

This alternative focuses on the contaminated shallow groundwater that is discharging to 
Bound Brook and the potential risks associated with that discharge.  The issues associated 
with the larger groundwater plume were addressed in the OU3 ROD.   

Because hydraulic control relies on advective transport of COPCs, pumping of shallow 
groundwater in the source area would result in the removal of minimal contaminant mass 
but would prevent the discharge of that portion of contaminant mass into Bound Brook.  
Monitoring of contaminant concentrations in the pore water in the streambed or in 
groundwater monitoring wells constructed adjacent to the brook would document the 
performance of the hydraulic controls.  This alternative would be protective of human 
health and the environment in the following areas: 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the BHHRA that are protective of human health. 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the ERA as protective of the environment in the area. 

 Allow groundwater flow to continue without significant changes to the prevailing 
hydraulic regime. 

 Limit the migration of contaminants to downstream water bodies by removing a 
source for recontamination of the brook.  

 Reduce the amount of contaminants that would be available to impact surface water 
quality.  

This alternative is protective of human health and the environment while in operation.  
However, modeling conducted for OU3 suggests that contaminants would be released to 
the brook for decades or longer, meaning that this alternative would have to remain 
operational for a significant period of time (i.e., hundreds of years) into the future to be 
protective. 

 Compliance with ARARs 9.3.3.2.

The majority of work performed under this alternative would be conducted on the former 
CDE facility property and would comply with identified ARARs.  

The intent of the hydraulic control is to control the discharge of contaminants to Bound 
Brook and not to remediate the groundwater plume.  While the system would treat 
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contaminants released from the groundwater and protect the brook, it would address only 
the discharge of contaminants and not the source and thus would have to be operated for 
hundreds of years to maintain compliance with ARARs.  Implementation of this 
alternative would comply with ARARs including the following:  

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material (i.e., spoils 
from well installation) generated during implementation of this alternative would 
comply with the requirements of HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state 
waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during construction to ensure 
compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal and state authorities 
would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with emission 
limitations.   

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control during construction would be 
addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

 Water quality - The intent of the hydraulic controls is to capture the shallow 
groundwater preventing its release to the brook. Implementation of this alternative 
addresses water quality ARARs by limiting the discharge of contaminants to Bound 
Brook. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 9.3.3.3.

Hydraulic control would likely not result in the long term reduction of COPC/COPEC 
concentrations in source area groundwater.  While some minor improvements in 
groundwater quality would be achieved, the OU3 modeling has demonstrated that the 
time to achieve these benefits is very long and concentrations are expected to remain 
elevated for very long time periods (i.e., hundreds of years). The model results also 
indicated that in the portion of the plume discharging to Bound Brook, the CVOCs would 
be persistent at concentrations exceeding groundwater ARARs for that extended period. 
However, capturing the portion of the plume discharging to the brook would 
control/contain a source responsible for contributing contaminants to the sediment and 
soil in the OU4 Study Area. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 9.3.3.4.

Alternative GW-3 meets the preference in CERCLA for on-site treatment and would 
result in a reduction of mobility in COPCs as long as the hydraulic control system is in 
operation.  In addition, a small percentage of the contaminants in the groundwater would 
be extracted and treated.  However, hydraulic control would not reduce the toxicity or 
volume of contaminants at the Site which are controlled by the presence of contaminants 
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in the OU3 source area; rather, it would control the impacts of these conditions on Bound 
Brook.  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 9.3.3.5.

Construction activities for this alternative include installing extraction wells, constructing 
a groundwater treatment building (including power supply), installing underground 
piping from the extraction wells to the treatment building, and establishing a discharge 
point to Bound Brook.  The short-term impacts to workers and the community that are 
associated with these types of activities on similar construction projects include the 
following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment used in treatment 
system construction.   

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, groundwater, and 
surface water contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during 
construction.  While concentrations exceed state-promulgated PRGs for some 
contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that would 
cause an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as Tyvek 
coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers to 
prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  In areas where concentrations are 
detected at levels that would have the potential to cause exposures above OSHA 
permissible exposure limits, additional steps would be taken to minimize the 
exposure to construction workers. 

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 
through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the remediation areas (noise, odors, and lights). 

Because work would generally be limited to the former CDE facility property, impacts on 
the surrounding community and wildlife would generally be limited to noise and dust 
during construction. 

 Implementability 9.3.3.6.

Groundwater extraction is a commonly used technology and would be implementable 
using readily available technologies.  Additional evaluation and possible pilot testing may 
be required to refine the groundwater treatment train.  Implementation of 
Alternative GW-3 would require meeting effluent limitations.   

An on-site groundwater treatment system would be needed to treat the extracted 
groundwater.  For the FS, the location of the treatment system was assumed to be on the 
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former CDE facility property.  Future redevelopment of the parcel would need to 
accommodate access to extraction wells, piping and the treatment system. 

 Cost 9.3.3.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 9-3.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $8,100,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction 
activities) is estimated to take one year to complete.  However, operation of the extraction 
and treatment system could continue for potentially hundreds of years.  Annual O&M 
costs, including annual operation of the groundwater treatment plant estimated to be 
$1,220,000 per year.  In addition, equipment would need to be replaced periodically and 
it is anticipated that the entire wastewater treatment facility would need to be replaced in 
year 30 of operations.  The net present value, based on a 7 percent discount rate, for 
Alternative GW-3 is $23,300,000 based on 30 years of groundwater extraction and 
treatment.  

9.3.4. Alternative GW-4 - Permeable Reactive Barrier  
Alternative GW-4 involves constructing a PRB to intercept and passively treat 
contaminants in the shallow OU3 groundwater prior to its discharge to Bound Brook.  

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 9.3.4.1.

This alternative reduces the release of contaminants to the brook, thereby protecting 
human health and the environment.  A monitoring program would be established as part 
of the O&M cycle to routinely monitor performance of the reactive media and 
periodically (anticipated to be on a 15 to 20 year cycle) replenish the reactive media in 
sections of the barrier as needed.  The quality of groundwater discharging to Bound 
Brook is expected to improve because the shallow groundwater in the areas containing 
the highest concentrations of COPCs and COPECs (i.e.,  the former CDE facility) would 
be treated before discharging to the brook at reduced contaminant concentrations.  This 
alternative would be protective of human health and the environment in the following 
areas: 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the BHHRA that are protective of human health. 

 Reduce the  contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the ERA as protective of the environment in the area. 

 Allow groundwater flow to continue without significant changes to the prevailing 
hydraulic regime. 

 Limit the migration of contaminants to downstream water bodies by removing a 
source for recontamination of the brook.  
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 Reduce the amount of contaminants that would be available to impact surface water 

quality.  

This alternative is protective of human health and the environment while in operation.  
However, modeling conducted for OU3 suggests that contaminants would be released to 
the brook for decades or longer, meaning that this alternative would have to remain 
operational for a significant period of time (i.e., hundreds of years) into the future to be 
protective. 

 Compliance with ARARs 9.3.4.2.

The intent of the PRB is to control the discharge of contaminants to Bound Brook and not 
to remediate the groundwater plume.  While the PRB would treat contaminants released 
from the groundwater and protect the brook, it would address only the discharge of 
contaminants and not the source area and thus would have to be operated for hundreds of 
years to maintain compliance with ARARs.  Implementation of this alternative will 
comply with ARARs including the following:  

 Floodplain – The proposed location for the construction of the PRB would be based 
on modeling conducted during the RD.  However, even if the PRB were located in 
the floodplain, the impact on the floodplain’s storage capacity should be minor and 
would comply with federal and state regulations regarding remediation and filling in 
floodplain   

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook are likely to be impacted by 
construction activities and would be restored following construction.  Mitigation 
would be required if wetlands are permanently lost due to construction activities. 
Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the start of work 
to establish compliance with substantive requirements. 

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material (i.e., spoils 
from trench excavation and spent treatment media) generated during implementation 
of this alternative will comply with the requirements of HAZMAT, RCRA, 
CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during construction to ensure 
compliance with air emission limits.  Consultation with federal and state authorities 
would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with emission 
limitations.   

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control due to construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

 Water quality - The intent of the PRB is to treat the shallow groundwater such that 
groundwater discharges to the brook meet surface water quality standards. 
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Implementation of this alternative addresses water quality ARARs by limiting the 
discharge of contaminants to Bound Brook.  The contaminants that are between the 
PRB and the brook would not be treated and may result in exceedences of surface 
water quality standards for a period of time. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 9.3.4.3.

The PRB would not result in a long term reduction of COPC/COPEC concentrations in 
groundwater but would be an effective approach to managing shallow groundwater 
discharges to Bound Brook, although this alternative is dependent on regular operation 
and maintenance.  Contaminants in the source area would persist at concentrations 
exceeding groundwater ARARs for very long time periods, requiring long-term operation 
of the PRB.  However, treating the portion of the plume discharging to Bound Brook 
would control a source responsible for contributing contaminants to the sediment and soil 
in the OU4 Study Area.    

Modeling conducted for OU3 suggests that contaminants would be released to the brook 
for decades or longer, meaning that this alternative would have to remain operational for 
a significant period of time (i.e., hundreds of years) into the future to be protective. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 9.3.4.4.

Alternative GW-4 meets the preference in CERCLA for on-site treatment and would 
result in a reduction of mobility in COPCs as long as the PRB is in operation.  The PRB 
would treat contaminants in shallow groundwater, reducing the toxicity of the 
contaminants in the groundwater prior to its discharge to the brook.  The PRB would not 
impact the mobility or volume of contaminants at the Site which are controlled by the 
presence of contaminants in the OU3 source area, but it would control the impact of those 
contaminants on Bound Brook.  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 9.3.4.5.

The implementation of this remedy may involve the blasting and excavating bedrock to 
construct a stable trench, transporting this material to a central processing facility, 
processing the material, and shipping the material off-site for final disposal.  The short-
term impacts to workers and the community that are associated with these types of 
activities on similar construction projects include the following: 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment used in PRB 
construction.   

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, groundwater and 
surface water contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during 
construction.  While concentrations exceed state-promulgated cleanup objectives for 
some contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that 
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would cause an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as 
Tyvek coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers 
to prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  In areas where concentrations are 
detected at levels that would have the potential to cause exposures above OSHA 
permissible exposure limits, additional steps would be taken to minimize the 
exposure to construction workers. 

 Construction of the PRB would require controlled blasting to create a trench in the 
bedrock, thereby increasing the noise levels in the surrounding area during the 
course of the PRB installation.  The decibel levels would be similar to or less than 
that associated with medium-sized construction projects.    

 Although there are no identified susceptible areas which may be damaged during 
controlled blasting, there is potential for damage to existing structures and utility 
lines, thereby impacting schedule and cost.  

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 
through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the remediation areas (noise, odors, lights). 

The majority of hazards associated with implementing this alternative could be controlled 
through a comprehensive health and safety protocol and notification program (e.g., highly 
visible orange fencing, caution tape, lockout/tagout procedures, protective equipment, 
perimeter air monitoring, personal air monitoring for workers, heat and stress monitoring, 
etc.).  

 Implementability 9.3.4.6.

There are several technical difficulties involved with the construction and operation of 
Alternative GW-4. 

 Determining the replacement cycle of the reactive media in Alternative GW-4 is an 
iterative process which can be estimated based on the findings of a treatability/pilot 
study and the effectiveness of the groundwater flow model.  Factors such as seasonal 
changes in groundwater flux and variable contaminant loading have to be accurately 
computed to ensure proper loading of the reactive media.  Therefore, predesign steps 
have to be clearly outlined and executed to ensure the project schedule and costs are 
not impacted. 

 Replenishing the reactive media presents a significant challenge. Regular monitoring 
would be required to determine the point when media replacement would be 
required.  However, because the contaminant flux can vary substantially through the 
bedrock from point to point, determining the optimum timing for replenishing the 
media may be difficult.  Monitoring of conditions downgradient of the barrier is 
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possible, but variations in the bedrock would impact the flux from point to point 
making it difficult to determine conditions applicable to the entire Site.  Similarly, 
the contaminant flux passing through the reactive barrier may vary from location to 
location, thereby requiring replenishment of the media in patches and it may be 
difficult to identify these patches.  The physical steps needed to replace the media 
may also be challenging, whether it must be excavated from the potentially 75-foot 
deep trench or whether moving relatively large panels/sequences of reactors or 
canisters required removal, servicing, and replacement. 

 The PRB would be located close to Bound Brook, adjacent to the perimeter of the 
former CDE facility property.  Access to the trench would be required periodically to 
allow for replenishment of the reactive media.  Long-term access agreements would 
need to be made with property owners to allow routine maintenance of the PRB. 

 Cost 9.3.4.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 9-4.  Capital costs for Alternative GW-4 are estimated 
to be $18,700,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction activities) is 
estimated to take one year to complete.  Annual O&M costs, which include monitoring 
groundwater quality upgradient and downgradient of the PRB and pore water in the 
brook, are approximately $300,000 per year.  Periodic replacement of spent media is 
anticipated to cost $9,100,000 per event and it is anticipated it would be necessary to 
replace the media in the trench at some point during the operating period.  The net 
present value, calculated using USEPA guidance discount rate of 7 percent, is 
$27,100,000 based on 30 years of operations and assuming the media in the trench is 
replaced in year 15 and year 30 of operations. 

9.3.5. Alternative GW-5 - Reactive Cap  
Alternative GW-5 involves controlling the release of contaminants in shallow 
groundwater from the OU3 source area to Bound Brook through the construction of a 
reactive cap in the streambed. 

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 9.3.5.1.

This alternative is protective of human health and the environment by controlling the 
release of contaminants to the brook but would need to be monitored and maintained as 
long as contaminants are being released from the OU3 source area (i.e., in perpetuity).  A 
monitoring program would need to be established as part of the O&M program to 
routinely monitor performance of the reactive media.  The reactive media will also need 
to be replenished periodically (estimated to be every 15 to 20 years).  The quality of 
groundwater discharging to Bound Brook is expected to improve because the 
groundwater would be treated at the point of discharge (the reactive cap in the streambed) 
before entering the brook.   
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The reactive cap alternative would provide several benefits including: 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the BHHRA that are protective of human health. 

 Reduce the contaminant concentrations in shallow groundwater discharging to the 
brook to levels identified in the ERA as protective of the environment in the area. 

 Allow groundwater flow without significant changes to the prevailing hydraulic 
regime. 

 Treat OU3 contaminants of concern in the groundwater flux.  The reactive cap media 
may be easier to remove and replace than the media in a 50- to 75-foot deep trench 
constructed for a PRB (Alternative GW-4). 

 Allow for gas ebullition, if present. 

 Provide a clean substrate for re-colonization of benthic organisms both in the 
submerged and near shore areas. 

This alternative is protective of human health and the environment while in operation.  
However, modeling conducted for OU3 suggests that contaminants would be released to 
the brook for decades or longer, meaning that this alternative would have to remain 
operational for a significant period of time (i.e., hundreds of years) into the future to be 
protective. 

 Compliance with ARARs 9.3.5.2.

The intent of the reactive cap is to control the discharge of contaminants to Bound Brook 
and not to remediate the groundwater plume.  While the cap would treat contaminants 
released from the groundwater effectively protecting the brook, it would only address the 
discharge of contaminants and not the source area, and thus would have to be operated in 
perpetuity, to maintain compliance with ARARs.  Implementation of this alternative will 
comply with ARARs including the following:  

 Floodplain – The proposed construction program in the brook would comply with 
state and federal regulations regarding remediation and infilling in floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook impacted by construction activities 
would be restored following construction. Mitigation would be required if wetlands 
were permanently lost due to construction activities.  Consultation with federal and 
state authorities would occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with 
substantive requirements.   

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of this alternative, consisting of sediment and bedrock 
excavated from the stream bed to accommodate the cap thickness and spent 
treatment media, will comply with the requirements of HAZMAT, RCRA, 
CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 
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 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation control due to construction activities would 

be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements.  

 Water quality - The intent of the reactive cap is to treat the contaminated shallow 
groundwater before it discharges to the brook so that it meets surface water quality 
standards.  Implementation of this alternative addresses water quality ARARs by 
limiting the discharge of contaminants to Bound Brook. 

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 9.3.5.3.

Installation of a reactive cap would not result in the reduction of COPC/COPEC 
concentrations in the source area groundwater meaning that, without a reactive cap, 
shallow groundwater discharges to Bound Brook would persist at concentrations 
exceeding groundwater ARARs for a very long time in the future.  However, treating the 
portion of the plume discharging to Bound Brook would control a source responsible for 
contributing contaminants to the sediment and soil in the OU4 Study Area.  

The long-term effectiveness of the reactive cap is dependent on regular operation and 
maintenance of the cap system, including periodic replacement of spent media (estimated 
at every 15 to 20 years). This process can be facilitated by careful design and the use of 
media blankets (reactive media between two filter fabrics).  

Periodic replacement of the reactive media would result in the disruption of habitat 
within the brook for about 2400 feet (the length of the cap).  Following replacement of 
the reactive media, a clean substrate would be provided for re-colonization of benthic 
organisms both in the submerged and near shore areas. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 9.3.5.4.

Alternative GW-5 meets the preference in CERCLA for on-site treatment and would 
result in a reduction in the toxicity of COPCs/COPECs as long as the reactive cap is in 
place and operating as designed. The reactive cap would treat contaminants in 
groundwater prior to discharge to the brook.  The cap would not impact the mobility or 
volume of contaminants at the Site, which are controlled by the presence of contaminants 
in the OU3 source area but it would control the impact of those contaminants on Bound 
Brook.  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 9.3.5.5.

The implementation of this remedy is likely to involve excavating sediment and bedrock 
in Bound Brook and backfilling disturbed areas with a reactive cap, as well as 
transporting excavated material to a central processing facility, processing the material, 
and shipping the material off-site for final disposal.  The short-term impacts to workers 
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and the community that are associated with these types of activities on similar 
construction projects include the following: 

 Potential exposure of construction workers to sediment, soil, pore water and surface 
water contaminated with PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides during 
construction.  While concentrations exceed state-promulgated cleanup objectives for 
some contaminants in some areas, contaminant concentrations are not at levels that 
would cause an immediately dangerous to life or health condition. PPE such as 
Tyvek coveralls, boot covers, and disposable gloves should be worn by site workers 
to prevent dermal exposure to contaminants.  In areas where concentrations are 
detected at levels that would have the potential to cause exposures above OSHA 
permissible exposure limits, additional steps would be taken to minimize the 
exposure to construction workers. 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.  Seasonal weather conditions 
(cold/hot weather operations, rain and snow, wind chill) and work in and around 
water would increase the risk to workers, particularly for hypothermia during cold 
weather. In addition, higher flows in the brook would make excavation and 
placement of the reactive media more difficult. 

 Water levels in Bound Brook can rise rapidly from precipitation within the 
watershed and can disrupt work, potentially with little warning. Monitoring of 
weather conditions upstream during work in the brook and planning for weather-
related emergencies will be required to mitigate these risks.  Localized flooding is 
also a potential hazard during large storms. 

 Media replacement would entail excavating the streambed, removing and reinstalling 
the media, and restoring the streambed.  There is a risk that spent media would be 
released to the brook, spreading contamination downstream.  Some vendors supply 
the reactive media in pre-constructed fabric panels that can be placed in the base of 
the streambed as a unit, preventing its release to the environment.  

 Alternative GW-5 would be constructed in the streambed of the brook; therefore, 
construction activities may impact adjacent wetland areas, recreational users of the 
brook, and the resident community in general.  A comprehensive notification 
protocol as part of the construction startup process, along with appropriate 
engineering controls, would minimize the impact to the brook while creating 
community awareness and reducing risk. 

 Flow diversion during construction has the potential to increase the risk of flooding 
in the event of a large storm event.  This planning should be addressed during the 
RD phase to ensure that the potential risk of flooding is identified and contingency 
plans are in place during construction. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the remediation areas (noise, odors, and lights). 
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 Construction activities would temporarily disrupt the local wildlife.  However, 

construction in the brook would be limited to an approximately 2400 foot stretch 
which is surrounded by similar conditions and wildlife can temporarily relocate 
during construction.  Water-based wildlife would be impacted to the greater degree 
than land-based wildlife. 

The majority of hazards associated with implementing Alternative GW-5 could be 
controlled through a comprehensive health and safety protocol and notification program 
(e.g.., high visibility orange fencing, caution tape, lockout/tagout procedures, protective 
equipment, perimeter air monitoring, personal air monitoring for workers, heat and stress 
monitoring, etc.).  Additionally, engineering controls (e.g., silt curtains, turbidity barriers, 
sheen control measures, etc.) may create a relatively safe work environment for any 
water-based construction activity.  

 Implementability 9.3.5.6.

There are several technical difficulties involved with the construction and operation of 
this alternative. 

 To minimize impacts to the hydrological regime of Bound Brook, the reactive cap 
would need to be installed such that the final grade of the cap is similar to or lower 
than current sediment grades.  This would require the removal of up to 4 feet 
(estimated) of bedrock in certain areas.  This work within the brook would require 
the temporary rerouting of the brook (similar to Alternative SS-2) while the bedrock 
is removed and the reactive cap is installed.   

 Replenishing the reactive media presents a significant challenge. Regular monitoring 
would be required to determine the point when media replacement would be 
required.  However, because the contaminant flux can vary substantially through the 
bedrock from point to point, determining the optimum timing on replenishing the 
media may be difficult.  Monitoring of surface water concentrations downgradient of 
the reactive cap is possible, but variations in the bedrock would impact the flux from 
point to point making it difficult to determine conditions applicable to the entire site.  
Similarly, the contaminant flux passing through the reactive barrier may vary from 
location to location, thereby requiring replenishment of the media in patches rather 
than in its entirety.  It may be difficult to identify these patches. 

 Cost 9.3.5.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 9-5.  Capital costs for Alternative GW-5 are estimated 
to be $13,5000,000 (2014 dollars) and remediation (field construction activities) is 
estimated to take one year to complete.  Annual O&M costs include monitoring of pore 
water in the brook, are approximately $260,000 per year. It would be necessary to replace 
the media in the reactive cap one or more times during the 30 year operating period 
covered by the FS.  The net present value, calculated using USEPA guidance discount 
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rate of 7 percent, is $22,100,000 based on 30 years of operations and assuming the media 
in the cap is replaced in year 15 and year 30 of operations. 
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10. Water Line (WL) 

10.1. Alternative Evaluation Process 
Although the potable municipal water line that was uncovered during excavation of OU2 
was not physically damaged during the excavation process, the water line ultimately 
developed a leak during the remedial activity.  A future leak in the 100+year-old water 
line could mobilize subsurface contaminants and adversely impact the OU2 and OU4 
remedies.  

The first step in the alternative evaluation process for the SS, CD, and GW RAAs was to 
screen GRAs.  Because the WL RAA does not involve remediation of contaminated 
media and the options available for the WL RAA do not coincide with the GRAs for the 
other RAAs, a separate screening process was used. Potential options for the water line 
were identified based on discussions with engineers from the water line’s owner, NJAW, 
and the experience of other experts. The universe of potential options was reduced by 
screening the options with respect to technical feasibility, implementability, effectiveness 
and cost.  Following the evaluation of water line options, specific alternatives were 
formulated for detailed evaluation. 

10.2. Alternative Identification  
The following preliminary list of options was developed for the water line: 

 No Action. 

 Maintain the existing easement: 

- Monitor the condition of the pipeline and replace the pipeline, if necessary, if 
leakage occurs in the future. 

- Abandon the pipeline with replacement in a new easement parallel to the current 
easement. 

- Slip line the existing pipeline. 
 Relocate the pipeline in a new easement that does not cross the former CDE facility: 

- New alignment along Hamilton Boulevard to Metuchen Avenue. 
- New alignment along Hamilton Boulevard, Spicer Avenue, and Belmont Avenue. 

 Abandon the pipeline in place: 

- Abandon without replacement. 
- Abandon without replacement assuming NJAW will establish additional capacity 

in other portions of system to provide the necessary capacity. 
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10.3. Option Screening 

10.3.1. No Action 

 Description:   10.3.1.1.

Under this option the existing pipeline would remain in place and in operation in its 
current condition.  Under NCP guidelines, the No Action Alternative is retained as a 
baseline. 

 Technical Feasibility.  10.3.1.2.

While this option is technically feasible to implement, it does not address the potential 
impact if the water line crossing the former CDE facility were to leak or rupture. 

 Implementability.  10.3.1.3.

This option would not require any actions and is implementable. 

 Effectiveness.   10.3.1.4.
This option is not effective in preventing a release in the event of a leak or rupture. 

 Costs.   10.3.1.5.
There is no cost for this option. 

 Screening Decision.   10.3.1.6.

The No Action option is retained as a point of comparison. 

10.3.2. Maintain the Existing Easement 

 Monitoring Program and Replace if Necessary  10.3.2.1.

Description.  Under this option, the existing pipeline would remain in place and in 
operation in its current location and condition.  A monitoring program would be 
established to check for pressure loss across the span that crosses the former CDE facility 
property, which would indicate a leak.  In the event of a leak, the line would be excavated 
and either repaired or replaced. 

Technical Feasibility.  Monitoring systems are commonly used on fuel pipeline systems 
to check for pressure losses. A remote alarm is used to warn system operators if a leak 
occurs.  An alternative approach would be to install a series of standpipes in the bedding 
material surrounding the pipeline and to monitor the water levels in the standpipes to 
determine if a leak is occurring.  The pipe bedding is likely to be more permeable than 
the surrounding soil and could serve as a conduit for water around the pipeline.  
However, regular site visits (weekly or bi-weekly) would be required to check the stand 
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pipes and it would necessary to establish a means of determining whether the water was 
coming from the pipeline or general precipitation. 

Implementability.  The development plans for the property would have to allow 
continued access to monitor and, if necessary, to repair or replace sections of the pipeline 
system.  Contracts/legal agreements with NJAW and the property owners would need to 
be established to ensure that system was monitored and leaks addressed in a timely 
manner to minimize impacts to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

Effectiveness.  Monitoring systems are generally effective in detecting leaks in oil and 
gas pipeline systems.  Although electronic monitoring equipment is currently not 
available through NJAW, such a program could be established.  Alternative monitoring 
programs are less likely to be able to detect a leak or to be able to distinguish conditions 
from background moisture levels.  It is possible that small leaks could be lost in 
background noise (i.e., variability in data) associated with the monitoring system.   

Costs.  The costs for installing and operating an electronic monitoring system are 
medium to high.  The use of standpipe monitoring has a low initial cost but would require 
regular site visits which would be expensive over time.  Overall costs for this alternative 
could range from low to medium depending on the need for additional repairs to the 
pipeline. 

Screening Decision.  Electronic monitoring of the pipeline will be retained for additional 
evaluation. 

 Abandon with Replacement Pipeline in Parallel Easement  10.3.2.2.

Description.  Under this option, the existing pipeline would be replaced by a new 
pipeline in a new easement parallel to the current easement.  A long-term monitoring 
program would be established to check for pressure loss across the span that crosses the 
former CDE facility property, which would indicate a leak.  In the event of a leak, the 
line would be excavated and either repaired or replaced. 

Technical Feasibility.  Under this option, the existing pipeline would be replaced and a 
long-term monitoring program would be established to check for pressure loss across the 
span that crosses the former CDE facility property indicating a leak.  In the event of a 
leak, the line would be excavated and either repaired or replaced.  

Implementability.  The development plans for the property would have to allow 
continued access to monitor and, if necessary, repair or replace sections of the pipeline 
system.  Contracts/legal agreements with NJAW and the property owner may need to be 
established to ensure that system was monitored and leaks addressed in a timely manner 
to minimize impacts to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 
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Effectiveness.  Monitoring systems are generally effective in detecting leaks in oil and 
gas pipeline systems but NJAW does not currently use electronic monitoring to monitor 
for leaks. Depending on the age and condition of the water distribution system and usage 
patterns by other users in the general area, there may be significant variations in the 
system pressure that would have to be accounted for in the monitoring system. It is 
possible that small leaks could be lost in background noise (i.e., variability in data) 
associated with the monitoring system. 

Costs.  The costs for the monitoring system are medium to high. The cost for pipeline 
replacement are medium.  

Screening Decision.  This option is similar to the previous option (Monitoring, 
Replacement if Necessary) except the cost for pipeline replacement would be incurred 
upfront.  Because it has not been documented that replacement would be necessary, this 
represents an unnecessary cost.  In addition, it would still be necessary to monitor for 
leaks to protect the OU2 and OU4 remedies.  Because the need for pipeline replacement 
in its current location has not been established, this option has not been retained for 
additional evaluation.  

 Slipline Existing Pipeline 10.3.2.3.

Description.  Under this option, the existing pipeline would be slip-lined using a plastic 
inner liner which would serve to strengthen the existing pipeline and prevent future leaks. 
The annular space between the existing ductile iron pipe and the new plastic pipe would 
be filled with cementitous grout. 

Technical Feasibility.  Sliplining of pipelines is a common industry practice for failing 
pipelines. 

Implementability.  NJAW would need to agree to the procedure with the understanding 
that slip lining could result in a reduction in flow capacity in the pipeline from one to 
25 percent depending on the method of jointing used and the diameter of the plastic pipe. 

Effectiveness. Sliplining of pipelines has been proven to be effective in stabilizing 
deteriorating pipelines.  An appropriately designed sliplining system would be capable of 
withstanding loading from anticipated site development, assuming standard construction 
practices and architecture in line with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Costs.  The cost is low. 

Screening Decision.  The existing pipeline is a large water main servicing a substantial 
portion of the service area.  Reducing the pipeline capacity by up to 25 percent could 
have a substantial impact on the water distribution system.  This option has not been 
retained for additional evaluation. 
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10.3.3. Relocate Pipeline in New Easement 
Two preliminary routes were evaluated for a relocated pipeline; both of these routes are 
outlined in the following sections. 

 New Alignment – Hamilton Boulevard to Metuchen Avenue 10.3.3.1.

Description.  This option would involve constructing a new pipeline in a new easement 
that does not cross the former CDE facility property.  The existing pipeline would be 
abandoned in place and grouted closed for the full length.  The new pipeline would 
connect to the existing system near the intersection of Hamilton Boulevard. and New 
Market Avenue.  The new route would be north along the former route of Hamilton 
Boulevard to South Plainfield Avenue to Metuchen Avenue. 

Technical Feasibility. Construction of a new pipeline is technically feasible.  The 
proposed connection points would need to be selected based on a review of the existing 
water distribution system.   

Implementability.  NJAW proposed a preliminary route for the relocated pipeline.  The 
new route would involve a large jack and bore under active main railroad lines operated 
by Conrail.  The rail owners would need to approve the proposed crossing design prior to 
construction which may take a number of months.  The line would also cross Bound 
Brook. 

Effectiveness.  Abandonment of the pipeline that currently lies within the former CDE 
facility would eliminate the potential risk it poses to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

Costs.  Costs are medium. 

Screening Decision. This option will be retained for additional evaluation. 

 New Alignment – Hamilton Boulevard to Spicer Avenue to Belmont 10.3.3.2.
Avenue to Metuchen Avenue 

Description.  This option would involve constructing a new pipeline in a new easement 
that does not cross the former CDE facility property.  The existing pipeline would be 
abandoned in place and grouted closed for the full length. The new pipeline would 
connect to the existing system near the intersection of Hamilton Boulevard and New 
Market Avenue.  The new route would be south/southwest along Hamilton Boulevard. to 
Spicer Avenue; east/southeast on Spicer Avenue to Belmont Avenue; north/northeast on 
Belmont Avenue to Metuchen Avenue; and north/northwest on Metuchen to the 
connection point with the existing pipeline. 
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Technical Feasibility. Construction of a new pipeline is technically feasible.  The 
proposed connection points would need to be selected based on a review of the existing 
water distribution system.  

Implementability.  NJAW proposed a preliminary route for the relocated pipeline. The 
new route does not require crossing the main Conrail rail line but would require crossing 
a small rail line and Bound Brook. 

Effectiveness.  Abandonment of the pipeline that currently lies within the former CDE 
facility would eliminate the potential risk it poses to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

Costs.  Costs are medium.  The cost for this alternative is more than for the other pipeline 
route evaluated. 

Screening Decision. This route would involve construction of approximately 4800 feet 
of water main with the associated costs, or approximately 2100 feet more as compared to 
the other replacement route, and would cost approximately 20 to 30 percent more than 
the other proposed route (see Section 10.3.3.1).  However, the route would avoid 
construction in a very busy road (Hamilton Boulevard) and highly developed area, and 
crossing a main rail line. This option will be retained for additional evaluation. 

10.3.4. Abandon Pipeline in Place 

 Abandon Pipeline without Replacement 10.3.4.1.

Description. This option would involve abandoning the existing pipeline in place with no 
replacement.   

Technical Feasibility. Abandonment in place is a common industry approach for 
pipelines that are no longer necessary.  Pipelines are typically grouted closed with a 
cementitious grout with the grout extending a minimum of 10 feet or so into the pipeline 
at either end.  Alternatively, the entire abandoned section could be grouted closed. It 
would take over 1,000 cubic yards of grout to entirely fill the pipeline in the portion that 
crosses the former CDE facility.  The impact of the loss on the water system from the 
abandonment of this section of pipe cannot be independently evaluated based on existing 
information. To assess the impact of the loss, a complete map of the pipeline system and 
other technical details on the system would be required.  Water systems are typically 
constructed on a network basis with more than one water line serving an area so the loss 
of one line may not be critical.  However, given the age of the system, more information 
would be needed to make this assessment.  

Implementability.  NJAW has indicated that this segment of pipeline is critical to their 
water distribution system and cannot be abandoned without replacement of its capacity.   
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Effectiveness.  Abandonment of the pipeline that currently lies within the former CDE 
facility would eliminate the potential risk it poses to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

Costs.  The cost would be low. 

Screening Decision.  This option has not been retained for additional evaluation. 

 Abandon Pipeline, Upgrades Elsewhere in the System 10.3.4.2.

Description. This option would involve NJAW upgrading other portions of the water 
distribution system and permanently abandoning (grouting closed) the pipeline crossing 
the former CDE facility property. 

Technical Feasibility.  Abandonment in place is a common industry approach for 
pipelines that are no longer necessary.  Pipelines are typically grouted closed with a 
cementitious grout with the grout extending a minimum of 10 feet or so into the pipeline 
at either end.  Alternatively, the entire abandoned section could be grouted closed. It 
would take over 1,000 cubic yards of grout to entirely fill the pipeline in the portion that 
crosses the former CDE facility.  The impact of the loss on the water system from the 
abandonment of this section of pipe cannot be independently evaluated based on existing 
information.  To assess the impact of the loss, a complete map of the pipeline system and 
other technical details on the system would be required.  In addition, selected upgrades to 
the water distribution system would need to be identified and their costs estimated. Water 
systems are typically constructed on a network basis with more than one water line 
serving an area so the loss of one line may not be critical.  However, given the age of the 
system, more information would be needed to make this assessment. 

Implementability.  The number and cost of selected upgrades to other portions of the 
distribution system to compensate for the loss of the 36-inch-line requires further 
assessment by NJAW; the implementability of this approach is uncertain at this time.  

Effectiveness.  Abandonment of the pipeline that currently lies within the former CDE 
facility would eliminate the potential risk it poses to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

Costs. The water system is sufficiently complex that the cost is difficult to estimate at 
this time in the absence of information about the nature of the upgrades that would be 
needed.    

Screening Decision.  Due to the uncertainties associated with the implementation and 
cost, this option has not been retained for additional evaluation. 

10.3.5. Summary of Retained Screening Process Options 
Figure 10-1 provides an overview summary of the technology screening process.  
Following screening based on the effectiveness, implementability, and cost screening of 
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each option, the following options have been retained for consideration in options 
assembly: 

 No Action 

 Existing Easement 

- Monitoring and Replacement of Pipeline.  
 New Easement 

- Constructing a New Pipeline in a New Easement. 

10.4. Development of Alternatives 
Based on the rationale presented above and the technology options that have been 
retained after screening, the following water line alternatives are proposed for OU4: 

 Alternative WL-1: No Action 

 Alternative WL-2: Water Line Monitoring System, Replacement in Existing 
Easement as Necessary 

 Alternative WL-3:  Water Line Replacement in New Easement 

10.4.1. Alternative WL-1 – No Action 
Alternative WL-1 was developed from the NCP provision that requires consideration of a 
no action response to serve as a baseline for evaluating other remedial alternatives.  The 
no action response does not include construction or related work to mitigate the concerns 
associated with the existing waterline below the former CDE facility.   

Approximately 1,400 feet of 36-inch-diameter ductile iron pipe crosses the former CDE 
facility property. During implementation of the OU2 soils remedy, the pipeline leaked.  
Although the pipeline was repaired, the possibility exists that during site redevelopment 
and operations, the water line would leak again or break.  Depending on the extent of the 
leak, the water could impact the integrity of the OU2 soils remedy and potentially release 
contaminants to Bound Brook affecting the OU4 remedy.  

The no action response does not include any construction activity to monitor or replace 
the waterline.   

10.4.2. Alternative WL-2 – Water Line Monitoring System, Replacement in 
Existing Easement as Necessary 

This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of retaining the water line in its 
current location and monitoring the line for leakage.  Alternative WL-2 involves 
installing a pipeline monitoring system to detect leaks for the segment of the pipeline 
crossing the former CDE facility property (see Figure 10-2).  Pipeline monitoring 
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systems for single walled pipes such as the existing water main typically involve 
monitoring the pressure within the pipe.  If the pressure drops outside of a designated 
range, an alarm sounds indicating a leak.  Other more sophisticated monitoring 
techniques are also available. The system can either be designed to automatically shut 
down the segment of the pipeline that the monitoring system indicates has a leak, or the 
decision on action can be deferred to a designated responder.    

This alternative would require the following elements: 

 Install a pipeline monitoring system to detect potential leaks in the water line. 

 Install a control system that would allow the portion of the pipeline crossing the 
former CDE facility property to be shut down in the event of a leak. 

 Install an alarm and (supervisory control and data acquisition system [aka SCADA]) 
to alert a designated person or team tasked with responding to a leak. 

 Establish a program for addressing future leaks. 

 Review the proposed development plans for the former CDE facility property to 
assess the ability to replace the pipeline in the future once the site has been 
developed. 

10.4.3. Alternative WL-3 - Water Line Replacement in New Easement 
This alternative was developed to assess the feasibility of relocating the existing water 
line in a new easement that does not cross the former CDE facility property.  
Alternative WL-3 would entail constructing a similarly-sized, new pipeline in the public 
right of way (ROW).  The new pipeline route would need to be determined during the 
RD; a proposed route developed by NJAW for evaluation purposes only is shown in 
Figure 10-3.  Modifications to the existing distribution system would be done as 
necessary to accommodate the changes to the system configuration.  . 

This alternative would require addressing the following elements: 

 Negotiations with the Borough of South Plainfield regarding construction of the 
pipeline in the public ROW. 

 Negotiations with the owner of the railroad line (Conrail) regarding a jack and bore 
under their tracks. 

 Consultation with federal and state authorities to establish compliance with 
applicable requirements for construction in and around Bound Brook.   

 Modifications to the existing pipeline system to accommodate the proposed changes 
in the pipeline configuration. 

 Abandoning the existing pipeline in place by disconnecting the pipeline from the 
water distribution system at both ends.  The existing pipeline would be left in place 
and grouted closed for the entire length. 
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10.5. Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives 

10.5.1. Alternative WL-1 - No Action 
Alternative WL-1 assumes that the existing water line would be left in place and no 
monitoring or protective systems would be installed or operated.  The long-term viability 
of the water line is unknown, but over time the pipeline is expected to experience 
additional leaks.   

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 10.5.1.1.

This alternative would not be effective in protecting human health and the environment 
given the strong potential for future leaks and the impact of leaks on the OU2 and OU4 
remedies. 

 Compliance with ARARs 10.5.1.2.

Because the existing water line is currently not leaking, the water line is currently not 
causing exceedences of chemical-specific ARARs.  However, future leaks of the pipeline 
would likely result in violations of water quality ARARs due to disruption of the OU2 
and OU4 remedies.     

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 10.5.1.3.

This alternative would not be effective over the long-term in providing a permanent 
solution to preventing water leakage in the OU2 soils remedy area and potential impacts 
to the OU2 and OU4 remedies.  Given the age of the pipe (approximately 100 years old), 
the material of construction (cast iron), and the possible impacts of future development 
and use of the OU2 property, future, future leaks are likely. While large leaks may 
become apparent relatively rapidly, small leaks from damage to seals could occur and 
may not be detected for an extended period of time. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 10.5.1.4.

None of the alternatives provide treatment, and all of the alternatives have no impact on 
the toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants in the OU4 Study Area or elsewhere.  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 10.5.1.5.

There would be no short-term impacts to site workers or the community during 
construction as no actions would be implemented.   

 Implementability 10.5.1.6.

There would be no technology, engineering, or administrative controls required to 
implement this alternative.     
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 Cost 10.5.1.7.

There are no costs associated with the No Action Alternative. 

10.5.2. Alternative WL-2 – Water Line Monitoring System, Replacement in 
Existing Easement as Necessary 

Alternative WL-2 assumes that the existing water line would be left in place and a real-
time monitoring/alarm system would be installed to monitor for leaks in the portion of the 
pipeline on the former CDE facility property.   

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 10.5.2.1.

The installation of a monitoring system to detect and respond to pipeline leaks would be 
protective of human health and the environment.  While leaks may occur, their early 
detection and management would minimize the potential for harm to human health and 
the environment.  However, the sensitivity of monitoring systems can vary and small 
leaks may not be detected due to “noise” in the monitoring system.  

 Compliance with ARARs 10.5.2.2.

Alternative WL-2 would allow for early detection and response to future leaks, and may 
prevent future violations of water quality ARARs, depending on the severity of the leak 
and the speed of detection/response.  

 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 10.5.2.3.

Alternative WL-2 would provide a method for detecting leaks allowing for a more rapid 
response to a leak, however, it would do nothing to prevent leaks from impacting the 
OU2 or OU4 remedies; neither would it protect against a catastrophic leak (i.e., a burst 
pipe). While this approach is generally effective under normal operating conditions, there 
are a number of factors that could impact the effectiveness of this alternative: 

 Power outages could impact the monitoring and alarm system. 

 Flooding or another natural/man-made disaster could impact the ability to respond to 
a leak in a timely manner. 

 Small leaks may not be detectable due to other “noise” in the monitoring system. 

 Development plans for the property could impact the ability to repair/replace leaking 
sections of the pipeline. 

 Replacing a pipe following a failure (emergency response) would be more difficult 
than replacing the pipe while it is still operating satisfactorily and adequate 
preparation can be done in advance. 
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 Replacing the pipeline at a later date would be difficult due to potential space 

restrictions following implementation of development plans at the former CDE 
facility property. 

 Because the pipeline is a main line it cannot be easily taken out of service; 
temporary bypass lines would need to be constructed in the same ROW as the 
existing pipe or a temporary pipeline and booster systems would need to be 
constructed elsewhere to allow the pipeline to be shut-down for repairs or 
replacement.  

 It would take a number of months to design and construct a new pipeline in the event 
that it was necessary due to a leak, during which time the main would need to remain 
in operation.  This would necessitate temporary repairs to the pipeline which could 
impact operations on the property, expose site users to contaminants, and increase 
project costs. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 10.5.2.4.

None of the alternatives provide treatment, or have any impact on the toxicity, mobility 
or volume of contaminants in the OU4 Study Area or elsewhere.  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 10.5.2.5.

The risk to workers and the community from construction activities for Alternative WL-2 
would be similar to other utility construction projects and would include the following: 

 Excavation in the OU2 soil backfill area would potentially expose workers to 
contaminants remaining in the area such as PCBs, metals, VOCs, SVOCs, and 
pesticides.  While concentrations exceed desirable limits for routine exposure for 
some contaminants, in most areas contaminant concentrations are not at a level that 
is immediately harmful and continued, regular exposure would be required to pose a 
health risk to workers. PPE would be worn by site workers to limit exposure to 
contaminants.  

 Excavation during pipeline repairs or replacement could potentially expose the 
community to air borne contaminants. 

 Working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment.  This risk would 
be similar to other remediation/construction projects.   

 Some construction activities could result in a low to moderate risk to workers 
through potential exposure to electrical hazards, mechanical hazards, and noise 
hazards.  The majority of these hazards can be controlled using engineering controls 
such as lockout/tagout procedures, safe work practices, and PPE. 

 The construction process is likely to be disruptive to those living or working directly 
adjacent to the construction area. 

The majority of hazards associated with implementing Alternative WL-2 could be 
controlled through a comprehensive health and safety protocol and notification program 
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(e.g.., high visibility orange fencing, caution tape, lockout/tagout procedures, protective 
equipment, perimeter air monitoring, personal air monitoring for workers, heat and stress 
monitoring, etc.).   

 Implementability 10.5.2.6.

The development plans for the property would have to allow continued access to monitor 
and, if necessary, to repair or replace sections of the pipeline system. Contracts/legal 
agreements with NJAW and the property owner would need to be established to ensure 
that system was monitored and leaks addressed in a timely manner to minimize impacts 
to the OU2 and OU4 remedies. 

 Cost 10.5.2.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 10-1.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $500,000 (2014 dollars) and field construction is estimated to take 6 to 
12 months to complete.  Long-term O&M costs for the monitoring system are anticipated 
to be $8,000 per year not including costs for repair or replacement of the pipeline.  Other 
regular pipeline maintenance costs associated with normal operation are not included. It 
was assumed that the pipeline leaks would lead to replacement of the water line in 
year 10 at an estimated replacement cost $7,000,000 (2014 dollars). The net present value 
based on a 7 percent discount rate is approximately $4,100,000.  

10.5.3. Alternative WL-3 - Water Line Replacement in New Easement 
Alternative WL-3 assumes that the existing water line would be abandoned in place and a 
new pipeline would be constructed within a new easement that does not cross the former 
CDE facility property.  The proposed route was suggested by NJAW. 

 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 10.5.3.1.

The construction of a new pipeline would be protective of human health and the 
environment.  

 Compliance with ARARs 10.5.3.2.

The anticipated route for the new pipeline would be within an existing utility ROW along 
a public road.  The proposed pipeline route would entail crossing under Bound Brook at 
the foot of Hamilton Avenue, and the associated floodplain area.  Alternative WL-3 
would prevent future violations of water quality criteria.  Construction activities would 
need to address water quality and floodplain ARARs through consultation with state and 
federal authorities. 
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 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 10.5.3.3.

Under this alternative, the potential for the pipeline to leak and flood the OU2 and OU4 
remedies would be eliminated.  Alternative WL-3 would be effective over the long-term 
and would present a permanent solution because it removes the water line from the 
former CDE facility property. 

 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 10.5.3.4.

None of the alternatives provide treatment, or have any impact on the toxicity, mobility 
or volume of contaminants in the OU4 Study Area or elsewhere  

 Short-Term Effectiveness 10.5.3.5.

The risk to workers and the community from construction activities for Alternative WL-2 
would be similar to other utility construction projects and would include the following: 

 Excavation in the OU3 groundwater plume area would potentially expose workers to 
contaminants remaining in the soil and groundwater including PCBs, metals, VOCs, 
SVOCs, and pesticides.  While concentrations exceed desirable limits for routine 
exposure for some contaminants, in most areas contaminant concentrations are not at 
a level that is immediately harmful and continued, regular exposure would be 
required to pose a health risk to workers. PPE would be worn by site workers to limit 
exposure to contaminants.  

 Alternative WL-3 would require the use of heavy construction equipment to install 
the new pipeline system.  The risk would be similar to other utility construction 
projects with adequate worker safety protocols in place.  Construction at colder 
times of the year would expose workers to hypothermia, frost bite, and other 
temperature-related risks.   

 Construction of the new pipeline would entail working around a major rail line 
which poses a number of risks to workers. Worker training and coordination with the 
railroad during construction would be necessary to minimize potential risks. 

 Construction of the new pipeline would entail crossing under Bound Brook at the 
foot of Hamilton Avenue.  Work around water entails health and safety hazards for 
workers. 

 Construction along the route proposed by NJAW would have a major impact on 
local traffic during construction. 

The majority of hazards associated with implementing Alternative WL-3 could be 
controlled through a comprehensive health and safety protocol and notification program 
(e.g., high visibility orange fencing, caution tape, lockout/tagout procedures, protective 
equipment, perimeter air monitoring, personal air monitoring for workers, heat and stress 
monitoring, etc.).    
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 Implementability 10.5.3.6.

Modifications to water pipelines to address property redevelopment plans are relatively 
common.  Preliminary discussions with NJAW have been held regarding relocating the 
existing pipeline and a preliminary draft of a new route has been developed (see 
Figure 10-3).  Legal agreements would need to be developed regarding the proposed 
relocation process and payment for the work.  The Borough of South Plainfield would 
need to agree to the construction of the pipeline within the existing public ROW.  Work 
would be limited to public property where possible; otherwise access agreements would 
need to be negotiated with impacted property owners.   

 Cost 10.5.3.7.

Detailed costs are shown in Table 10-2.  Capital costs for this alternative are estimated to 
be approximately $8,900,000 (2014 dollars) and field construction is estimated to take 6 
to 12 months to complete.  No long-term O&M costs are associated with replacement of 
the water line as it would no longer cross the former CDE facility property. The net 
present value based on a 7 percent discount rate is approximately $8,900,000.  
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11. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives 

The purpose of the comparative analysis of alternatives is to evaluate the relative 
performance of each alternative for each of the seven evaluation criteria, within each 
RAA.  Because the alternatives for each of the RAAs are independent of the other RAAs, 
the selected remedy will incorporate the optimal alternative from each RAA.   

11.1. Sediment and Floodplain Soils (SS RAA) 
11.1.1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
Alternative SS-1 would not be protective of human health and the environment since it 
does not include measures to prevent exposure to contaminated soil and sediment.  

Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3 would improve conditions in Bound Brook, and the 
associated floodplain areas through the removal of contaminated sediments.  Surface 
water quality would be improved by the removal of the contaminant source and the 
cleaning and future maintenance of the existing silt trap.  Both Alternatives SS-2 and 
SS-3 pose a risk of localized flooding and the associated potential re-distribution of 
contaminants in the event that heavy precipitation exceeds the bypass system capacity. 
Alternative SS-3 would leave contaminants in place covered by a soil cap with the 
potential of a release of contaminants if either the cap in New Market Pond or on the 
floodplains soils is disrupted.  Alternative SS-3 also leaves small volumes of 
contaminants in place in Reach 4 to be addressed by MNR.  Both alternatives would 
disrupt natural ecosystems in the area wetlands and greenbelt spaces during removal 
operations – these can be partially restored following remediation but it would take some 
time before the area returns to pre-remediation conditions. 

11.1.2. Compliance with ARARs 
Except for Alternative SS-1, the alternatives would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Floodplain – The proposed sediment and floodplain soil removal programs would 
comply with federal and state regulations regarding remediation and filling in 
floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas adjacent to the brook and floodplain soil excavation areas 
or in access areas impacted by construction activities would be restored following 
construction.  Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur prior to the 
start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements. 
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 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 

during implementation of these alternatives would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during waste processing to ensure 
compliance with air emission limits.   

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase.  Consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

Implementation of these alternatives would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs (see GW RAA); however, implementation would comply with water 
quality regulations associated with discharges to surface or groundwater. 

11.1.3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Alternative SS-1 is neither effective in the long-term nor a permanent solution for 
controlling the contaminants in the brook and associated floodplain soils.  

Alternative SS-2 would remove the contaminated sediment in the brook and surrounding 
contaminated soils; Alternative SS-3 would remove the majority of the contaminated soil 
and sediment but would leave approximately 30  percent in-place under a soil cap.  Both 
alternatives are effective in controlling contaminants in the brook and surrounding 
floodplain as well as in remediating surface water quality. While Alternative SS-2 is a 
permanent solution, Alternative SS-3 is only permanent as long as the caps remain 
undisturbed.   

11.1.4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 
Alternative SS-1 does not include any treatment and would not reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contaminants associated with the OU4 Study Area.  The other 
alternatives would permanently reduce the volume and mobility of contaminants in the 
brook and floodplain soils by their removal and appropriate disposal or capping.  Only a 
small percentage of the material under either alternative (approximately 10 percent or 
less) is anticipated to require treatment through stabilization/solidification prior to landfill 
disposal. 

11.1.5. Short-Term Effectiveness 
Alternative SS-1 does not present any short-term impacts to site workers or the 
environment because it does not include any active remediation activities. 

Both the active remediation alternatives (Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3) would have similar 
impacts to those associated with remediation/construction projects of similar size and 
scope.  These risks would include: 
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 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding forested areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads and around parks and schools. 

 Impacts to those living or working directly adjacent to the remediation area (noise, 
odors, lights). 

 The potential for localized flooding during construction. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook from runoff from excavation or an 
accidental release during construction. 

In all cases, it is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of 
engineering controls, safe work practices, and PPE.   

11.1.6. Implementability 
Because Alternative SS-1 would not entail any construction, it would be easily 
implemented. 

The active remediation alternatives are based on industry-standard construction 
techniques and are technically feasible to implement.  However, because of the size of the 
remediation area and the number of parties that own property within the limits of the 
OU4 Study Area, it may be difficult to negotiate necessary access with all parties 
involved.  This would be applicable for both alternatives. 

11.1.7. Cost  
The costs for the SS RAA alternatives and combinations are summarized on Table 11-1.  
Capital costs, operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring costs were developed for 
each alternative.  The costs for each alternative were developed on the basis of 
preliminary engineering designs to meet the RAOs. 

11.2. Capacitor Debris (CD RAA) 
11.2.1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
The No Action Alternative, Alternative CD-1, would not be protective of human health 
and the environment since it does not include measures to control the release of 
contaminated soil and debris buried in the side slope of the former CDE facility.  
Alternative CD-2 is more protective than Alternative CD-1 in that enough material would 
be removed from the side slope to regrade and stabilize the slope and construct an 
armored impermeable cap over the remaining material; however, the potential exists for 
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cap failure, either due to groundwater buildup behind the cap causing slope stability 
issues or from a large flood event in Bound Brook. Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 are more 
protective than Alternative CD-2 since the contaminated materials would be completely 
removed from the side slope and surrounding area, and the area reconstructed.  The 
contaminated materials would either be treated by thermal desorption and buried on the 
former CDE facility (Alternative CD-3) or hauled off-site to a landfill for disposal 
(Alternative CD-4). Both of these alternatives would remove a potential risk to human 
health and the environment.  All three active remediation alternatives would address CD 
in the floodplain soil, in the area of “Factory Street”, and the removal of the twin 
culverts. 

Both Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 involve a degree of risk.  The primary risks associated 
with Alternative CD-3 include: 

 Failure of the treatment system (thermal desorption) to reduce contaminants to 
acceptable levels. 

 Air emissions from the on-site treatment system. 

 Potential for chemical releases at the disposal site. 

 Disruption of the treated waste burial site during future redevelopment or 
maintenance activities. 

The primary risks associated with Alternative CD-4 include: 

 Transport of waste materials over long distance by either rail or road. 

 Chemical releases (leachate) at the disposal site. 

Alternatives CD-2, CD-3, and CD-4 would disrupt natural ecosystems in the brook  
(during the culvert removal) and in the wetlands adjacent to Bound Brook (during 
floodplain soil removal operations and work in the “Factory Street” area) – conditions 
can be partially restored following remediation but would take some time before the area 
returns to pre-remediation conditions. 

11.2.2. Compliance with ARARs 
Except for Alternative CD-1, the alternatives would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Floodplain – Work in the floodplains would comply with federal and state 
regulations regarding remediation and filling in floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas disturbed by construction activities would be restored 
following construction.  Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur 
prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements. 
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 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 

during implementation of these alternatives would comply with the requirements of 
HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during excavation and waste 
processing to ensure compliance with air emission limits.   

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities would 
occur prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive 
requirements. 

Implementation of these alternatives would not address groundwater and drinking water 
quality ARARs (see GW RAA); however, implementation would comply with water 
quality regulations associated with discharges to surface or groundwater. 

11.2.3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Alternative CD-1 is neither effective in the long-term nor a permanent solution to 
controlling the contaminants buried in the side slope of the former CDE facility and 
surrounding area.  This area is subject to erosion with the material ultimately 
contaminating Bound Brook. 

The remaining alternatives would stabilize the side slopes and surrounding areas and 
control the release of contaminants.  Both Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 would completely 
remove the capacitor debris and contain it in a manner that is not hazardous to human 
health or the environment.  Alternative CD-2 would remove only a portion of the 
material, leaving the remainder in place under a cap.  The cap would need to be 
maintained in perpetuity to protect Bound Brook from future releases.  Even if 
maintained, large storm events could destabilize the side slope, resulting in the release of 
contaminants.  

11.2.4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 
Alternative CD-1 does not include treatment and would not reduce the toxicity, mobility, 
or volume of contaminants associated with the OU4 Study Area.  Alternatives CD-2 and 
CD-4 would only treat a limited amount of the waste material as necessary to allow 
disposal in a landfill.  Alternative CD-3 treats the majority of excavated material to 
reduce the toxicity prior to the burial of the material on the former CDE facility.   

11.2.5. Short-Term Effectiveness 
Alternative CD-1 does not present any short-term impacts to site workers or the 
environment because it does not include any active remediation activities.  Alternatives 
CD-2, CD-3, and CD-4 would have short-term impacts similar to general construction 
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activities such as working around/on/with heavy equipment and hauling equipment, and 
working near water.  These risks would include: 

 The potential for exposure to a range of contaminants at potentially high 
concentrations. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding wetland/floodplain areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads. 

 Impacts to those living or working directly adjacent to the remediation area (noise, 
odors, lights). 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 

 On-site thermal desorption (CD-2) has the potential to impact local air quality near 
the treatment site. 

Because of the larger scope of the remediation, Alternatives CD-3 and CD-4 would have 
proportionately greater short term impacts compared to Alternative CD-2.   

11.2.6. Implementability 
Because Alternative CD-1 would not entail any active remediation, it would be easily 
implemented.  Technically, all three alternatives - Alternatives CD-2, CD-3, and CD-4 - 
are based on industry-standard construction techniques and are technically feasible to 
implement.   

Modifications to the use restrictions planned as part of the OU2 soils remedy may be 
required to ensure the integrity of the side slope under CD-2. 

11.2.7. Cost  
The costs for the CD RAA alternatives are summarized on Table 11-1.  Capital costs, 
operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring costs were developed for each 
alternative.  The costs for each alternative were developed on the basis of preliminary 
engineering designs to meet the RAOs. 

11.3. Groundwater Discharge to Surface Water (GW RAA) 
11.3.1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
Alternative GW-1 would not be protective of human health and the environment since it 
does not include measures to prevent the continuing discharge of contaminated 
groundwater into Bound Brook.   
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Alternative GW-2 would only monitor the impact of the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater to Bound Brook and would rely on MNR/MNA to address the impacts.  
Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5 are protective of human health and the 
environment in the portion of Bound Brook addressed under this RAA (approximately 
RM6.2 to RM6.6). It should be noted that these alternatives are aimed at controlling 
discharges of contaminants to Bound Brook and do not treat the source of the 
contaminants.  Remediation of the shallow groundwater source was addressed in the OU3 
ROD and found to be technically impracticable given site conditions.  

11.3.2. Compliance with ARARs 
Except for Alternative GW-1, the alternatives would comply with ARARs as follows:  

 Floodplain – Construction within the floodplain would comply with federal and state 
regulations regarding remediation and filling in floodplains. 

 Wetlands – Wetland areas impacted by construction activities would be restored 
following construction. Consultation with federal and state authorities would occur 
prior to the start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements.   

 Waste management – The processing and disposal of waste material generated 
during implementation of the active remediation alternatives would comply with the 
requirements of HAZMAT, RCRA, CERCLA, TSCA, and state waste management 
regulations. 

 Air quality – Monitoring would be conducted during waste processing to ensure 
compliance with air emission limits.   

 Stormwater – Erosion and sedimentation controls for construction activities would 
be addressed during the design phase and consultation with state authorities prior to 
the start of work to establish compliance with substantive requirements.  

 Water quality – Water discharging to Bound Brook would comply with water quality 
ARARs.  

The ARARs for OU3 groundwater were waived in the OU3 ROD due to technical 
impracticability, except for the shallow groundwater in the vicinity of the former CDE 
facility that has the potential to discharge to Bound Brook; a decision on this area was 
deferred.  Based on the results of the OU4 RI, it was determined to be technically 
impractical to remediate the groundwater in the deferred area and remediation 
alternatives have focused on controlling the impacts of the shallow groundwater on 
Bound Brook.  A TI waiver will be needed to address the area deferred from OU3 to 
OU4 (see Appendix H).  

11.3.3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Alternative GW-1 and GW-2 are neither effective in the long-term nor permanent 
solutions to controlling the ongoing release of contaminants to the brook from the 
groundwater.   
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The active groundwater remediation alternatives are not permanent solutions to the 
release of contaminants to Bound Brook and would require regular operation and 
maintenance of system components for decades, or potentially much longer.  
Alternative GW-3 would require regular O&M to manage operations of the pumping 
system as well as operation of the groundwater treatment system. In addition, periodic 
equipment replacement and repairs are likely.  Alternatives GW-4 and GW-5 are passive 
treatment systems and operate with limited oversight except for routine monitoring of the 
reactive media to detect breakthrough.  However, the reactive media for both systems 
would require periodic replacement based on the rate of contaminant flux and 
replacement would take a significant effort to implement.  The need for replacement 
across the length of the PRB or reactive cap may be difficult to assess. 

Modeling conducted for OU3 suggests that contaminants would be released to the brook 
for decades or longer, meaning that all three alternative would have to remain operational 
for a significant period of time (i.e., hundreds of years) into the future. 

Changes in pumping operations at the local municipal well fields could impact the need 
for and requirements of all three of the groundwater remediation systems; the timing or 
impact of these changes cannot be assessed at this time.  Given that groundwater source 
remediation was found to be technically impracticable under current site conditions, the 
three alternatives represent reasonable long-term solutions for addressing the release of 
contaminants to Bound Brook. 

11.3.4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 
Alternatives GW-1 and GW-2 do not incorporate treatment and hence would not reduce 
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants associated with the OU4 Study Area.  
Alternatives GW-3, GW-4, and GW-5 would not impact the toxicity, mobility or volume 
of contaminants in the groundwater source area but would either treat or eliminate the 
discharge of contaminated groundwater to Bound Brook.  Under all three of these 
alternatives, the amount of contaminants that would be treated is small compared to the 
mass of contaminants found into the bedrock matrix at the former CDE facility; however, 
each alternative would treat the mass of contaminants currently discharging to Bound 
Brook.  

11.3.5. Short-Term Effectiveness 
Alternative GW-1 does not present any short-term impacts to site workers or the 
environment because it does not include any active remediation activities.  Short-term 
impacts to workers associated with GW-2 are minor. 

Alternative GW-3 would involve installing extraction wells, a pumping system and an 
ex situ treatment system for contaminated groundwater.  These are common remedial 
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construction activities that pose limited risks to workers and the surrounding environment 
consistent with other similarly sized construction/remediation projects.  Work would be 
confined to the former CDE facility property limiting impacts to local residents. 

Alternative GW-4 would involve controlled blasting in an urban setting for construction 
of a PRB.  Blasting has the potential to impact surrounding structures and utilities, which 
presents greater short-term risks in comparison to the other alternatives.  
Alternative GW-5 involves construction in the brook similar to the sediment removal 
work, although limited bedrock removal would likely be necessary.  Other activities 
related to implementation of Alternatives GW-4, and GW-5 would have risks similar to 
remediation/construction projects of the same size and scope.  These risks would include: 

 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Working in and around water/wet environments. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding forested areas. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads and around parks and schools. 

 Impacts to those living or working directly adjacent to the remediation area (noise, 
odors, lights). 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook during removal of bedrock for 
Alternative GW-5. 

It is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of engineering 
controls, safe work practices, and PPE.  

11.3.6. Implementability 
Because Alternative GW-1 would not entail any work, it would be easily implemented.  
Alternatives GW-2 and GW-3 present the least technical risks of implementation because 
they represent systems that are routinely implemented, generally with few problems. 
Alternatives GW-4 and GW-5 are technically more challenging to successfully 
implement because of the site conditions that must be addressed to construct a deep 
trench and install the reactive media, or to work in the brook. 

11.3.7. Cost  
The costs for the GW RAA alternatives are summarized on Table 11-1.  Capital costs, 
operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring costs were developed for each 
alternative.  The costs for each alternative were developed on the basis of preliminary 
engineering designs to meet the RAOs. 
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11.4. Water Line (WL RAA) 

11.4.1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 
Alternative WL-1 would not be protective of human health and the environment since it 
does not include measures to detect or prevent water leaks that could impact the OU2 and 
OU4 remedies.  Alternative WL-2 would allow for early detection of a leak but would not 
prevent a leak from happening, nor prevent the resulting impact on the OU2 and OU4 
remedies.  Alternative WL-3 would eliminate the potential risk associated with the 
pipeline crossing the OU2 and OU4 remedies by relocating it off the former CDE facility 
property. 

11.4.2. Compliance with ARARs 
Under current conditions, all of the alternatives would comply with ARARs.  Alternative 
WL-1 has the greatest potential to impact water quality ARARs since a leak is likely at 
some point in the future and may not be detected in a timely manner.  Alternative WL-2 
would allow for early detection and response to future leaks, and may prevent future 
violations of water quality ARARs.  Alternative WL-3 would prevent future violations of 
water quality ARARs due to water line relocation; construction activities would need to 
address water quality and floodplain ARARs through consultation with state and federal 
authorities. 

11.4.3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 
Alternative WL-1, the No Action Alternative, is neither effective in the long-term nor a 
permanent solution to preventing potential leaks in the pipeline from impacting the OU2 
and OU4 remedies.  Alternative WL-2 provides a method of detecting leaks, allowing for 
a more rapid response to a leak.  However, it does nothing to prevent leaks from 
impacting the OU2 and OU4 remedies nor would it protect against a major leak (i.e., a 
burst pipe).  Alternative WL-3 is effective over the long-term and presents a permanent 
solution because it removes the pipeline from the former CDE facility property.  

11.4.4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment 
None of the alternatives provide treatment or have any impact on the toxicity, mobility or 
volume of contaminants in the OU4  

11.4.5. Study Area or elsewhere. Short-Term Effectiveness 
Alternative WL-1 does not present short-term risks to site workers or the community 
because it does not include any construction activities.  Alternatives WL-2 and WL-3 
would have similar risks to remediation/construction projects of similar size and scope.  
These risks would include: 
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 The potential for exposure to low levels of a range of contaminants. 

 Working on or around heavy construction equipment. 

 Increased construction traffic on area roads around the former CDE facility. 

The scale of the risk would be higher for Alternative WL-3 because it entails a larger 
construction project covering more area.  Alternative WL-3 presents the following 
additional risks: 

 Work around a major active rail line. 

 Disruption of wildlife in the brook and in surrounding wetland/floodplain area. 

 The potential spread of contaminants in the brook. 

 Working in and around water/wet environments. 

In all cases, it is anticipated that these risks could be mitigated through the use of 
engineering controls, safe work practices, and PPE.   

11.4.6. Implementability 
Because Alternative WL-1 would not entail any work, it would be easily implemented.  
Technically, both Alternatives WL-2 and WL-3 are based on industry-standard 
construction techniques and are technically feasible to implement.  However, Alternative 
WL-3 is technically and administratively more complex due to the extensive amount of 
work that would be performed in the public ROW, the need to jack and bore under two 
active rail lines, the need to cross under Bound Brook, and modifications to the existing 
water distribution system.  The majority of work for WL-2 would be conducted on the 
former CDE facility property which limits the impact on the public; however, it would 
require the cooperation of the property owners/developers. 

11.4.7. Cost  
The costs for the WL RAA alternatives are summarized on Table 11-1.  Capital costs, 
operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring costs were developed for each 
alternative.   The costs for each alternative were developed on the basis of preliminary 
engineering designs to meet the RAOs. 

11.5. Sensitivity Analysis 
A range of factors would have a significant impact on the present value for any of the 
alternatives evaluated and the overall project costs:  

 Discount rates:  The impact of discount rates on the present value varies with the 
alternative.  The majority of alternatives evaluated for OU4 would be constructed in 
12 months or less.  For these alternatives, changes in the discount rate would have 
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little to no impact on the present value of the capital costs.  Changes in the discount 
rate could have a major impact on alternatives that have larger annual O&M costs or 
periodic costs extending throughout the operating period.  This is a particular issue 
for the GW RAA where all the alternatives have significant annual O&M or periodic 
costs.  For these alternatives, increases in the discount rate (e.g., a three percent 
increase to 10 percent), would reduce the present value by 10 to 20 percent whereas 
a reduction in the discount rate (e.g., a four percent decrease to 3  percent) would 
increase the present value by 30 to 50 percent. 

 Waste disposal rates.  Hauling and disposal fees account for up to one third of the 
present value for some alternatives, particularly in the SS RAA and the CD RAA.  
There are several ways that waste would be handled under the different alternatives 
that could impact the project’s present value: 

 Beneficial use – Beneficial use of a portion of the waste stream would be the 
cheapest disposal method but its use is highly site and material specific. While a 
market for some or all of the material generated may be available at the time of 
the RD, this option cannot be evaluated based on FS level assumptions.  
Beneficial use would likely represent a significant savings over other disposal 
options.  This option would be most applicable to the SS RAA. 

 Subtitle D landfill - Hauling and disposal costs for Subtitle D landfills were 
estimated at approximately $95 per ton but can vary widely.  Disposal 
requirements at a Subtitle D landfill are controlled by the permit limitations and 
are typically more restrictive than at Subtitle C, TSCA or Subtitle C/TSCA 
landfills.  In addition, not all Subtitle D landfills comply with TSCA reporting 
requirement for PCB waste and thus would not be eligible to accept the waste.  A 
significant portion of the material in SS RAA may be suitable for disposal in a 
Subtitle D facility which could represent a significant savings compared to 
alternative disposal methods. 

 Subtitle C/TSCA landfill - Hauling and disposal costs for a Subtitle C landfill 
were estimated at approximately $165 per ton, or almost twice the cost for 
disposal at a Subtitle D landfill.  These types of landfills accept a wide range of 
materials which are all screened for compatibility.   

 Thermal destruction (incinerator) and off-site burial – Hauling and disposal fees 
for material disposed of at thermal destruction facilities is estimated at $650 per 
ton, or roughly seven times more expensive than a Subtitle D landfill and four 
times more expensive than a Subtitle C landfill.  This would be required only for 
certain types of TSCA material and material that is RCRA hazardous and 
contains high concentrations of UHCs; the use of thermal destruction is 
anticipated to be limited to a small quantity of material from the CD RAA (if at 
all).   

 Thermal desorption and on-site burial, - Although there are no off-site hauling 
costs associated with this option, thermal desorption on a per ton basis is almost 
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as expensive as thermal destruction due primarily to the relatively small volume 
of material to be handled and the large startup costs.   

Changes in the method of disposal would have significant impacts on the project’s 
present value.  Based on the likely volume and characteristics of the waste materials 
generated by each RAA, SS RAA alternatives would be impacted the most; GW 
RAA alternatives would be impacted the least.  

 Cost structure – The cost structure of a project (ratio of capital to annual or periodic 
costs) can impact the present value of a project.  Projects that are capital intensive 
are more subject to short-term fluctuations in pricing and other economic conditions.  
Projects that have a large percentage of their costs in annual or periodic costs such as 
GW RAA alternatives) are more susceptible to inflationary conditions.  

 Schedule – Changes in the project schedule would not have a significant impact in 
the present value of most of the alternatives evaluated.  Except for Alternatives SS-2 
and SS-3, the construction periods for the alternatives are generally one year or less 
and the present value is essentially equal to the undiscounted capital costs.  
Alternatives GW-4, GW-5, and WL-2 each have substantial costs occurring later in 
the operating period and the timing on when these costs would accrue would impact 
the present value.  Because these expenditure were assumed to occur 10 or more 
years in the future, the current estimated capital costs are steeply discounted.  If 
these costs were to occur earlier in the project due to currently unforeseen 
conditions, the present value for each of these alternatives would increase 
substantially. 

While changes in other costs will affect the overall present value, the other costs as a 
percentage of the overall present value are small and their impacts are relatively minor. 
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